\ 



, I 


t \ I 


I I 


i 
I \ 
I I 


r 



!)OI)E II ONO l
 I U 8 


llEFOllE THE 


or I: I B l TX 
\. I" () F I: EA-\SOX AX D II rSI
O r
 \"r. 



LUXDU
 : 
no::so
 AXD SO
, GRE.\1' 
()HTnERX PRIXTIXG \';mU{s. 
P.\XCH.\S IW.\U, X. W. 



I)OI)E 


tIONOI{,I US 


B
l"OHE THE 


r_rnrRUN.&.\.TJ OF REASON .é\.ND lII
rrOltY. 


BY THE 


]
 E'T. I> ..1 TJ L 110 'T'T ..1 J-.I LA, S. J. 


l'HO.FE
SOll OF THEOLOGY I
 :)T. BEGXO'S COLLEGE, 
};'ORTH W.\.LES. 


LO.x DUX: 
DU ItXS, G.ATES, AXD CO
ll
 AK1Y, 
P()RT)L\.
 STREET, PORT)L\.X 
QG
\.RE. 
1868. 



PREF AOE. 


. 


I T had been the ,vriter's intention, on Is::;ulng hi
 
recent work on the Supren1acy of the ROlnan POll- 
tift
 to folIo,," up the argu1l1ent by the publication 
of another volullle on Papal Infallibility. TIut cir- 
cunlstances have led to an alteration in his plan, 
and have induced him to anticipate a little, and 
at once publish an Essay on the supposed fall and 
heresy of Pope I-Ionorius. This change is rendered 
advisable by the prunphlet of )Ir. P. Le Page Renou
 
,vhich appeared in 
Iay last, entitled TILe Condenz- 
nation of Pope IIonoriu8. J\Ir. Renouf has not been 

ati
fied ,,
ith following in the steps of Dr. Düllinger 
in that "
riter's unfortunate crusade against Papal 
Infallibility; he mu
t ann yet higher. lIe believeH 
that "an influential party in the Church is lookipg 
for,vard 1vith hllpatience to thp day in ,vhich their 
favourite dogula (Papal Iniullibility) shall be de- 
fined a
 an article of L1.ith, introduced into our 
Catechisn1, and n1ade obligatory under pain of anfl- 



Preface. 
thema upon all the children of the Church."! He 
seenlS to suppose himsel
 on this account, to have 
received froln on higll the mission of giving the 
alarm to all the theologians of the Catholic "'"orld 
that Ultramontanism is preparing to ,vin a ne,,," vic- 
tory over the opposite party. lIe, a layu1an, ,vith- 
out any solid foundation of theological study, comes 
for,,,"ard to caution Catholic theologians against the 
artifices prepared and the snares laid for them; he 
inforins them that they are about to be led to reject 
"the old 111axim of , Tin cent of I-.lerins, 'quod sem- 
per, quod ubique, quod ab Olllllibus,' as a test of 
Catholic doctrine ;" that they will have to "abjure 
the Creed of Pope Pius, according to ,yhich they 
haye s,vorn that they "rill never interpret Scripture 
otherwise than according to the unanilnous consent 
of the Fathers."2 He is therefore good enough to 
instruct theln that there is not a single Father "rho 
favours the Ultramontane theory of Papnl Int.'1lli- 
bility; not a Council ,,
hich has believed it;3 that 
"the existence of such privilege ,vas in fact never 
heard of till after the separation of the East from 
thé 'Vest ;"4 that the doctrine of Papal Infallibility 
'vas not consistently developed before the sixteenth 


. 
VI 


1 The Condemnation of Pope Honorius, p. 27; London, 18G8. 
2 lb. p. 28. 3 lb. pp. 28-30. 4 11. p. 30. 
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century;!) bnt rather "elrrhornte(1 in that age ;"" that 
[Tltr:unontanisnl is of recent date, tor thc grcater 
proportion of the medhevnl theologians rejected nn 
opiniun, after,vard:-- rrJopted by "
riterb ,,-hose "coln- 
billed "reight cannot even tend to nlakc an article 
of t
tith."7 'fhe bold assertions heaped up by 
Ir. 
]
enouf in tribll8 ]Jagellis i
 not so all1DZing fLS the tone 
of conten1pt rrnd the nnbecol11ing and even outrageous 
Ian ITlU1ITe ,vhich he ado l )ts to,vards the lnost learned 
ð 0 
thcologinn
, und the ,vhole body of Catholic "
riters 
,,
ho have attelnpted to defend 1) ap al Infallibility, 
,yhether in general, or in the particular case of 1)opc 
IIonorius. "'rhey represent," 
Ir. Renouf tells us., 
'
a p
endo-scientific n1ethod of reasoning in theo- 
logy. ;"8 I.. they strangely 111isunc1erstand the spirit of 
St. Tholnas, ,vhon1 they ignorantly adll1Ïre ;"9 "they 
hetray an utter ignorance of the real nature of the 
controyersy ;"10 '
they altogether n1isrepresent the 
Jnatter.,ol1 lIe condenlns in the strongest terlTIS their 
"ignorant assertions, ,yhich have been," as he says, 
h COTIl1l10n of late ;"12 he attributes to thenl "bad 
arglunellÜ,," "1110nstrous forlns of hypothesi
," "n1i- 

erable eva
iolls, ,vhich cannot have been sincerely 
believcd in by their rruthors."13 lIe goes still fur- 


5 The Contlenuw.tion of Pope IIonorius, p. 31. 6 lb. p. 7. 
j Ih pp. 37, 38. 8 1. c. 9 1. c. 10 Ih. p. 14. 
11. lb. p. 23. 12 lb. p. 1 note. 13 lb. pp. 7, 10, 2-1. 
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ther. 'Vithout a particle of that reserve ,vhich con1- 
Inon courtesy, if no other feeling, ought to hfive 
suggested, he accuses then1 of falsehood, of stupid 
bigotry, of dishonesty. "It is a silnple untruth," 
he asserts, "to say that IIonorius was condelnned 
for neglect."14 Y et he ought to kno,v that, at the 
present day, this is the opinion most cOlnmonly held 
alnong Catholics. "It is a sheer dishonesty," he 
ndds in the next page, "to shut one's eyes to the 
strongest ,vords of the Council."15 "It is stupid 
bigotry to "assert," he says in another place, "that 
Honorius was in good faith."lG In such terms does 
this civil-spoken ,vriter charge the bulk of modern 
theologians ,vith bigotry and dishonesty. He speaks 
yet lnore plainly of F. Perrone, the well-kno"rn 
Professor of Theology at the Ronlnn College; he cites 
fi pnssage from the Prælectiones Theologicc8, naming 
the author, and then relnarks upon it, "under this 
contemptible quibbling we have the assertion of 
an untruth."17 To speak thus contemptuously of 
the great mass of Catholic theologians is not only 
unbecolning a Catholic ,vriter, but also, 'T"e make 
bold to say, it ill suits the character of an Englisll 
gentleman; and persons of all religions should join 


14 The ConcleInnation of Pope Honorius, p. 11. 
15 lb. p. 12. 16 lb. p. 18. 17 lb. p. 24 note. 
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in reprobating th I use of 
uch langungc. :\[1'. TIenouf 
hn
 no ,vo1'ds of praise or c01l11nendatioll for any of 
the Catholic ,vriterR ,yho belong to ,,
hat he calls the 
UltrnJnontnne school; but he exalts to the skieH all 
thos(\ "rho ,ve1'e the prolnoter
 of Gallicanisln. 
lIe giyes the epithet of g}'eat to the "ell-kno'Dl 
Deftnsio Declarationi8 Cieri Gallicani, by ,vhich book 
he thinks "the Ultramontane theory lnay be said to 
haye been thoroughly exploded."IB lIe call::, ea:cellent 
the book of Cardinal de In Luzerlle on the declara- 
tion of the French clergy in 1682, in atten1pted re- 
futation of Cardinal Orsi's ,york on Papal Authority 
and Infallibility. 19 "..c\ll the learned priests he Inet 
in France," he 
l
F,Crts, '
or indeed heard o
 "
ere 
cleterulÏned Gallicans, and they "
ere lllen of eU1inent 
piety."2o ()n the contrary, the founder of the lJTnivert,g, 
who, as he believes, "brought a large portion of the 
French clergy to share his o,vn vie,v" (of Ultra- 
1l10ntauisI11), is described by hiln as "a fiery, ig- 
norant, and un
crupulous convert fronl unbelief or 
indifference."21 lIe seenlS to lament that" the most 
ardcnt apostles of Ultralnontane theories have been 
laymen rather than prie
ts, converts rather than 
111en ,,
ho have al,,
ays bccn Catholics."22 "r care 


18 The Condemnation of Pope IIonorius, p. 3
. 
19 Ib. note. 20 Th. p. 39. 21 1. C. 
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able to gi,'"e hin1 some cOlnfort by the as
urance that 
neither is the success of Ultralnontanisln in Gerlnany 
"rholly due to the influence of G()rres and "Tindisch- 
lnann, nor ""ras the iInpulse to it first given in 
England by the Tablet, under the editor
hip of t,vo 
ardent converts, "Tho were for a long tillle a terror 
to the ecclesiastical authorities."23 'Ve are fully con- 
vinced that in Gerlnany, as ,yell as in England, the 
Catholic Clergy ,vould indignantly reject so ground- 
less all assertion. But how is it that, whilst 1\11". 
Renouf bitterly deplores the influence of laYlnen in 
these affairs, he, a layulan, 
ppears to aim at the 
leadership of the English. Catholic Clergy in a career 
of upholding Gallicall theories? "T e do not take 
upon ourselves to judge the private intentions of the 
author: ,ve judge his pan1phlet, "\vhich, by its dog- 
11latic tone, certainly appears to Inanifest SOlne such 
hopes. Even if this "'"ere not l\Ir. Relloufs inten- 
tion, ho,v is it that he, a Catholic, COlnes for,vard to 
arouse the rebellious spirits of this country against 
the infallible authority of the Vicar of Christ? Does 
he think that the English Catholic Clergy ,vant scien- 
tific advice, or that they are ,villing to receive it at 
his hands? 'Ve have forllled far too high an estimate 
of their solidity in holding Catholic principles to be 


23 The Condemnation of Pope Honorius, p. 40. 
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ahle to harbour buch an idca of thenl. "r e nre sure 
that the Catholic Clergy of England have one opinion 
concerning 
r r. Uellollf's cOll<luct,-nalllcly, that he 
ll('ed not trouble hilll:-ilJf ,vith Catholic controvcrl"ics ; 
that he Jnay safcly leave to then1 the care of theo- 
logical nlatters; and that he Iliay hope for bettcr 
success in his labours if he confine hinlself to Egyp- 
tian philology. 
1\r e should have taken no notice of the illl- 
moderate and insulting language of ::\Ir. Ilcnouf, 
had he not nlixed it up ,yit h n heap of unùigested 
difficulties against Papal Infallibility. By such an 
acclunulation of charges, ,vithout any order or ex- 
planation ,,
hateYcr, Isilnple people lllay be easily led 
into error. rrherefore it is necessary to clear up, 
analyse, and exailline as to their bearing and pur- 
port, 
uch difficulties and charges. But as this 
cannot be clone ,,
ithin the liInits of a palnphlet, 
nnù Riuce ,ve hope shortly to publish the second 
part of our ,york - Tlte POjJe and the Clturclt- on 
Papal lnhlilibility, we will refer to it for the ex- 
planation of those difficulties which ::\Ir. nenouf has 
scraped together from sonle half-forgotten hooks, 
and then dre

ed up ,vith the purpose of provillg 
that ] )apa1 Infallibility i
 untenable. At present "'"e 
linlit ourðclyes to pleaùing the C!tHse of Pope 110110- 
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rIns, against ,vhon1 :\11". l{enouf's pamphlet is prin- 
cipallyaimed. 'Ve nre glad to aSSUllle the position 
of hun1ble follo,vers of such Inen as :i\Iamachius, 
Baronius, Pagi, Petavius, Garnier, Thomassini, TIel- 
larlnine, N atalis Alexander, Orsi, Ballerini, and other 
theologians of the greatest reputation for learning, 
,vho, in defending the cause of Pope IIonorius, 
have defended Papal Infallibility; and we are proud 
to take to ourselves a part of those outrageous in- 
vectives which l\Ir. Renouf does not blush to cast 
upon SOlne of the most eminent writers which the 
Catholic Church has produced. 
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Origin and J-,"Tatl('}'e of .Jlonotlleli..un, pp. 1-1 G. 
)[onophytislll: its persistency, growth, and power for three cen- 
turies; it enervatecl tho EUlpire and threatened it ,,'ith ruiu- 
IIcraclius enùeavours to ciaYO tho State from de
truction; he is 
gained oyer hy Sergius to favour :\Ionothelislll with the political 
view of uniting the l'eligious factions-Three patriarchates in 
the hands of the )Ionothelites-Sophronius resists in ..Alex- 
ant1ria mill in .J erusalmu-Scrgius has recourse to Pope 1Iono- 
riu
 again
t Sophronius - The heretics who first clcI
ied two 
operations and wills in Christ-The ne,v ::\Ionothelites a sec- 
tion of the :Jlonophysites, although giving an outwarll assent 
to the fOl'lllula of Chalcedon-Similarity of the (lognla of the 
)Ionothelites ,vith that of Severus-]
oth hcrc
i(':-; the protlurt 
or ...\pnllinarislll-
\.rtifices of the 1Ionothelites to conceal and 
to propagate their dogma-:";unlluary. 


II. 


1"he tu;u Lftle,.s 'wl'lUelt úy IloJwl 1 lU8 to Sel 1 glu8: tlteÍ11 true 
character, pp. 1 G-44. 
Douhle aspect lIf the cOlltrOYer
y concerning lIonorius' two letters 
to 
ergiu:)-Characters of a Papal doclunent cæ catlu:dJo{i in a 
Inatter of faith-Ilonorius' two lettrrs devoid of these di
tin('- 
tiye llUuk:)-
ergius diJ not apply to the Pope for a final de- 
cision in the Blatter; he is hiullered from doing so by nloti yes 
of prudence-
ulnmary of 
prgius' letter to Ilonorius: he iu- 

ists only (In an cconon1Ïcal abstinence frOlll the use of the 
woras, H onp or two nperatiOlu;; in Christ"-I[onorius conscnt:i 
tn his propo:,al, hut ddinc:5 llothing; his letters devoid of 

ynoJical Chal'al'ter; not inteHtll,tl for tho in
trllcti()n of all 
t he Church: therefore long rèJllained unknown in the archi\-e
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of Constalltillople-Sccontl mn bassy scnt by Sophronius to 
Pope lIonorins; that Pope tlead whcn it reached I{Olne-lte- 
nutrks on the elnbas
y-
Ir. TIenonfs lllistake concerning doc- 
trinal definitions. 


III. 
OJ'tlwdo.'C DoctJ'illes contained in the two LetteJ

 oj' Popp 
IIonoJ'ius to Seí'!Jills, FP' 45-t;O. 
De 
Iarca's judgnlCnt on the orthotloxy of Pope Honorins-The 
cahullniators of that Pope-Capital doglna of ðlonothelislll, 
the as
crtion of one opf'ration in Christ-The contrary doctrine 
,vas clearly proposeJ by St. Leo in his dognlatical letter-The 
letters of Pope lIonorins set forth the identical tloctrine of St. 
Leo-In Sergins' letter to IIonorius the 
Ionothelite doglna is 
plainly allvocated-Fnrther explanation of the Catholic doc- 
trine on the Incarnation contained in Jlonorins' letters-lIe 
exclll'led frOlll Christ only the "will of the fiesh"-True ex- 
planation ,vhich he givcs of the text, ":x on quotl ego yolo," 
(
c.-X ew luistake of 1\11'. Renouf in the luatter-Evidences 
in favour of the foregoing explanation of Honorius' letters- 
A-\uthority anJ hone8ty of the witncsses refcrred to defended 
again
t the false ÏInputations of Dr. Düllingcr antl ..\11'. Henouf 
-No similarity whatever between the letters of Honorins and 
the E'dhesis and TUjJlIs- Their contratlictory natnre -Con- 
temporary witne
se::) of IIonorius' orthodoxy-The Council of 
Lateran under :JIartin I.-It furni
hes a proof of the ortho- 
doxy of IIonorius. 


IV. 
lïw Sid,tlt 
!;Ilod and tlw COJldOJllllliiÚJl of IJ ope 11o'Jio'J'ius, 
pp. 80-13ö. 
Great evils caused in the Eastern Church by l\Ionothclislll-The 
Greek Eillperurs persecute the Catholics and support the schislll 
-Constantine Pogonatns òegs froin the Pope a General Council 
for the peace of tIu' Chllreh-It lneets at Constantinople-The 
]
rnperor held in it the first place of honour, not of right-The 
Papal Legates are instructed to set before the Synod the cer- 
tain and unchangeable doctrine of the ROlllan See-Pope Aga- 
tho's letters to the EU1I)l'rOl' and t.o the Conncil clearly state 
thc doctrinc of Papal Infallibility ill its principles and its prac- 



CUlltuds. 


xv 


tice-The Father
 of the Sixth Uoancil arc conlpellcd tu su1n1Ít 
to tlH-' l)apal decisi()n
, untler threat of reprobation-They sub- 
1nit to all the Papal concln
ions in the completest Jnanner- 
They profess thl' same full snhmi::;sion before ana after liOJlO- 
rins' cOJHlellluation-con::;etluently they coulù not have con- 
dmnned this Pope for crror ex r:atlwdrû-Inquil'Y into the real 
offence for which IIonoritÌs was conùenllleù-l>assages of the 

.rnod in which he is COndeIllned apart frOJll the 
[ouothelite 
hcretics, awl other pas
agl's ill which he i
 condenlUetl in COJll- 
nlOn with the rest-Examination of the t lecree of his COnde]ll- 
nation- The can::;e of hi::; condenlnatiun i
 aùvi::;edly di::;tin- 
guisheù l)y that dOCU]lleut frUIll that of the :\fonothelites-In 
it, as well as in the others, it i::; placed in his having followed 
Sergius in all his designs-True lllCaning of the:::,e wOl'(h- Real 
crÏ1ne of Honorins-The difficulty brought by )[1'. nenouf is 
an::;wered-ExanlÎnation of the passages in which he is COJl- 
deuuleù in conlIllon with the others-In what sense Honorius 
partook of the same fault in solidum, with the others, although 
guilty of no hen'sy whatever-)Ir. Renonfs injllllicious appeal 
to Pyrl'hu:-;' anù )facarius' te::;tiulOny against Honoriu5-....\.{lùi- 
tional remarks on the address of the Sixth RynoJ to Pupe 

\gatho concerning Jlonorius' contlClunation-Condnct of the 
Council in condemning that Pope-The Roman Bee 11ever 
authorised the BYllOd to condenln l-Ionorius as a heretic-Pope 
Len II. sanctioneJ only the definition of faith of the Council, 
aIHl l11anifestIy upheld Papal Infallibility-In his letter of 
contìl'lnation of the Council the fault of lIouorins is attributeù 
to grieYou
 neglect in the llischarge of his <luty- Pope Leo in- 
culcatell the ::;ame in his letter::; to the ]
i
hops of Srain and to 
King Ef\.igins-)Iisrepre
entatioll of a pas:,ap-p of the letter ùy 
)[1'. Henouf-The Liùer ]Jiurnus tells in fayour of lIonorius' 
orthodoxy-Upinions of Garnier and Dc )1 arca in the 111atter 
- :Fronl the second profes:3Ïon of faith a new confirmation is 
given of his orthotloxy-Exanlination of the fourth les::;on of 
thl' oltl H01nan Breyiary for the Fea::;t of St. Leo Ir.-In olùer 
Latin :Dre\ iarie::; no name is mentioned of those who were cou- 
tlcmne{l hy the Hixth 
} 11011-=--1'l1e ]eS!5011S for that feast are 
{'opie,l word for wortl fronl 
t. Leu's Life, written by ...\.na
- 
ta
ius-This writer was one of the 1110St zealous Jefendcl"s of 
I Ionorius' ol'tho<1ox,y, and (:oultl nut 
ay of ]lim that he had 
Ill'nied the two wills and operations in ('hrist-Anasta
ius nlaae 
a sumnl<uy of the l'outlemHatiou of the Sixth SYlloll from St. 
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IÆo's letter to Constantine; hut he suppressed the ground
 of 
the several condmllnations nlentioned in it-The w"ords, "'lui 
Ullanl volnntatmll et opel'ationmn in D. N. ,J. C. dixerunt," &c. 
,In not concern Honorins or any of those nmned, hut only 
the last class of heretics, as in Leo's letter and in the second 
profession of faith in the Ll1JCJ' DillJ'JllIS - Not correct to say 
that IIonol'ius' nanlO was expungell in the reforlncd Homan 
Jheviary, and the others retained; nor would it have been 
unjust to expunge it-Pnrport of the anathclnas inflicted on 
] r onorins hy the Sevcnth and ]
ighth Councils-They did not 

ondeilln that Pope for any erroneous teaching l'.t cathedrâ, nor 
for any heresy of any kind-The Seventh Synod has nothing 
in its profession of faith and in its Synudical Letter to the 
Emperor "Thich tells against lIonorins' orthodoxy-The Eighth 
(1nullcil intended only to COnnf111 the sentence pronounced in 
the Sixth Synod-True meaning of the anathenm inflicted on 
lIonorins-lIis nanlO w"as never erasell from tho diptychs. 


Conclusion, pp. 135-14
t. 
Douùle object of this apology for Honorins-IIow his nalne de- 
serves vcneration and gratitude in Englalld-]\[ethod followf>ù 
in the argulnent-Charactcr of 1\[1'. I
enonf's paluphlet-The 
terlll of "lTltnnnolltallc" given by hiIn to the iInmensc 1najol'ity 
of Catholics-lIe spenlS to Inaintain that thE' Pope is suhject to 
the eivilruler-If he 11leans ill ciyil 1nattOI'[-:, no one teachE'
 a 
different doctrine; if hE' IneallS in ecclesia
tical 1uatters (and 
thi
 appears to be hi
 opinion), he is wrong-Refutation of thl' 
opinion, 
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Origin and }{atUl"e of JIonotllelisln. 
rrUE great controversy concerning the Incarnation, 
,vhich for three centuries raged in the Oriental 
Church ,vith a yiolence bordering upon Inadness, 
relntes to the subject of the t,vo natures in Christ. 
K 0 heresy caused more calamitous disasters to the 
Church and the Empire during the first seven cen... 
turies than the one called :\Ionophysite. It struck 
its roots so deeply and strongly in the East, that 
neither the authoritative Dogmatic Letter of the 
great Pope Leo, nor the iliclunenical Council of 
Chalcedon, aided even by the zeal of the virtuous 
Emperor l\1arcian, could succeeù in extirpating it. 
Indeed, after the general council of Chalcedon, it 
spread ,vith a ne,v gro,vth, and developed itf,elf ,vith 
a fresh vigour. It invaded the patriarchate of J eru- 
salen1; it overflo,ved into those of Alexandria and 
Antioch, and enthroned its adherents in the patri- 
archal sees; it ,vas supported by the Patriarch of 
Con::,tantinople hin1sel
-nay even by the successors 
B 



2 Origin and Natu7"e of J.l10nothelisln. 
of l\Iarcian on the imperial throne. The fanlOUS 
ÉVCtJTIXÒV of the Emperor Zeno ,vas evidently in fa- 
vour of the heresy, though it originated ne,v divi- 
sions and schisms among the sectarians. The per- 
secutions of the Emperor Anastasius against the 
defenders of the faith of Chalcedon, and the 
deplorable Acacian schism, helped to consolidate 
its existence and ,viden its influence. N ot\vith- 
standing the exertions of the Emperors Justin II. 
and Justinian I., and of the Bishops assembled in 
the fifth general council in Constantinople, no n1eans 
,vere discovered of reconciling the l\1onophysite here- 
tics ",rith the doctrine of the Synod of Chalcedon. 
The defenders of one nature in Christ, although 
broken up into manifold minor parties,-such fiS 
Severians, J ulianists, Agnoëtes, Theodosians, J fiCO b- 
ites, Copts,-were spread in large numbers over 
Syria, l\Iesopotamia, Asia l\Iinor, Cyprus, Palestine, 
as ,veIl as Armenia and Egypt; and as these factions 
,vere in the ascendant, they appointed their o,vn 
patriarchs to the sees of Alexandria, of Antioch, and 
of Firjin in Armenia. The supreme influence ,vhich 
the )Ionophysites had gained, and which extended 
into the provinces of the Eastern Empire, and the 
violent hatred they ente-rtained against the Catholics, 
had become a continued danger, and a standing 
menace to the Court of Constantinople. The Em- 
pire was at that time exposed to the savage incur- 
sions of the Persians on one side, and of the Arabs 
on the other. During the sixth century the Arabs 
had forced its frontier, and, bursting into Egypt, bad 
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devastated the country far and ,vide. .A..t the same 
time the l>crsian arl11ies had advanced ,vest,vard; 
and in the first part of the seventh centnry, after 
haying rayagcd Syria, Palestine, anù Africa as far 
a
 Carthage, haù showed themselves on the shores 
of the Bosphorus ,vithin sight of the ,valls of Con- 
fo'tantinople (621). So that if the i\Ionophysites of 
Syria, Palef,tine, and ....\sia )[inor had preferred the 
strong yoke of these barbarians to the effeminate rule 
of the Greek En1pire, far adyanced in its decadence, 
the Byzantine po,ver ,vould soon have fallen into 
rUIn. It ,vas ,yell kno,vn that during the invasion 
of Egypt by the Arab8 the :Jlonophysite influence 
had been exercised in favour of the Saracens, ,vho 
in turn had assisted their partisans to obtain pos.. 
ses
ion of the Alexandrine patriarchate. But the 
Inere existence of these sectarians ,yas a perpetual 
source of domestic trouble. Their frequent risings 
,vere not suppressed ,vithout llluch bloodshed, and 
the strength of the Empire was thus enervated and 
rendered more and more unable to cope ,vith its 
enemies from ,vithout. 
Such ,vas the state of things at the accession of 
IIcracliu
. The ascenùency of the 
Ionophysites on 
the one side, and the alarl11ing invasions of the Per- 
sian armies on the other, Inade him anxious to effect 
a reconciliation bet,,'"een the Catholics and the here- 
tics, that so he might be able to ll1ake head against 
the foreign enemy, and preserve the EUlpire frolll 
utter ruin. But ,vhilst IIeraclius, led by political 
. 
rea:"lons, 
onght for union in his states, S0111e nishop
, 
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,vho had long before imbibed the poison of the 
l\lonophysite heresy, conceived the design of repro- 
ducing its fundamental dogma under a different 
form, and of forcing it as a la,v upon the Church, 
under the plausible sho,v of a means ,veil adapted 
to reconcile the 
1onophysites with the Catholic
. 
The formula under which the old l\Ionophysite error 
,vas to be disguised asserted the unity of operations 
in Christ (
I
 ÈU'1'IV 
 6végrel
 '1'OÙ Xglljoroù). Sergi us, 
Patriarch of Constantinople, seelns to have been the 
first to conceive this forn1ula as a Ineans of securing 
the desired reconciliation and union; and therefore 
the sixth general council said that he ,vas the first 
to propagate the new error by his ,vritings. 1 It is 
certain that the Emperor Heraclius ,vas gained over 
to the new formula, and sa,v in it a means ,veIl 
calculated to establish concord between :\lonophr- 
sites and Catholics, and to give the En1pire internal 
peace, and ,vith it strength and po,ver. Fronl that 
tilne the lle,v heresy gained consistency and sup- 
port, Sergius and IIeraclius being its most zealous 
apostles. In a short time all the leadèrs of the 
l\Ionophysite sects were won over to the forlTIula, 
and upon this basis they admitted the confession of 
the t,vo natures in Chris
. Thus Theodorus, Bishop 
of Pharan in Arabia, Paul and Athana
ius, - the 
former being head of the Armenian l\Ionophysites, the 


1 Conc. Constantinop. üi. mcum. vi. act. xiii. Labbe, t. vii. pp. 
977, 980. But the Libellus of StepHen of Dora, l'ead in the 
Council of Late:r;an I., ascribed the origin of that heresy to Theo- 
dorus of Pharan. Cone. Lat. Seer. ii. (Labbe, t. vii. p. 106.) 
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latter chiefs of those of Syria,-,vere persuaded to 
en1 brace the ne,v fOl"lnula. Even Cyrus, Bi
hop of 
l)hfl
is, ,va::, induced by the artfulness of Sergius to 
subscribe to it; and ftS n. price of hi
 ftpo
tasy was 
appointed )""}atriarch of .l"\.lexandria by IIeraclius, a') 
Atha!lasius had been re,varded ,vith the patriarchal 
c;ee of r\ntioch. III this Il1nnner the nc,v heresy ,vas 
enthroned, in the cour
e of a fe,v years, in the three 
patriarchates of Constantinople, Alexandria, and An- 
tioch, and ßhielJed ,vith the impei'ial protection. 
.A.thana
ins of Antioch, having attained the object 
of hi
 alnbition, laboured for the reconciliation of 
the Jacobites. Cyrus of Alexandria brought the 
l
heodosialls of Egypt to terms of concord by means 
of a forlnal treaty, consisting of nine articles, the 
seycnth of ,,"hich had reference to the new doctrine 
of one operfttion in Christ;2 whilst Sergius, who was 
the centre and the life of all the moyement, encour- 
aged and supported his adherents in their deceitful 
ta
k, and raised up ne,venemies against the confes- 
sion of Chalcedon. He sought to enforce by imperial 
law a reconciliation ,,,,hich cOlùd not possibly be last- 
ing so long as it rested merely on the basis of error 
and heresy. nut the courageous resistance of So- 
phroniu
, a 1110nk of .L\lexandria, deranged for a while 
the designs of this arch-heretic. Sophronius had in 
yam llllplored the Patriarch of .L\lexandria not to 
giye pnblicity to the articles signed by the Theo- 
do
ian::;. To the learned monk Sergius replied, that 
2 Ree thenl in the SiAth LEelllll. COllC. act. xiii. (La.bbe, t. vii. 
p. Ð
7.) 
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the peace of the Church and of the Empire imperi- 
ously demanded this condescension to be shown to 
the l\Ionophysites. Nevertheless, he was ,veIl a,vare 
that a policy of silence afforded the only hope of 
bringing to a successful issue his deceitful and here- 
tical labour of reconciliation. He ,vrote to this effect 
to Cyrus of Alexandria, and gave the same advice to 
the Emperor Heraclius. 
But the zealous Sophronius did not allow himself 
to be entangled in the snares of the patriarch. From 
his convent in Palestine he ,vrote strongly against 
the ne,v heresy, and "Then raised to the patriarchal 
chair of Jerusalem, assembled all the Bishops under 
his jurisdiction, and pronounced anathelna against 
the ne,v error of one operation and ,vill in Christ. 3 
The election of Sophronius to the patriarchal see of 
J erusalenl, and much more his first synod against 
l\Ionothelism, could not fail to a,vaken grave mis- 
givings in the mind of the Patriarch of Constanti- 
nople, for he feared that the influence of his o,vn 
authority, even ,vith the support of the two Patri- 
archs of Alexandria and Antioch, ,yould prove insuf- 
ficient to counteract the zeal and vigour of his saintly 
opponent. Therefore, in order to prop up the falling 
edifice of l\Ionothelism S()nle more powerful influence 
was needed, and this could be found nowhere but in 
Rome, in the countenance of the SUprelTIe Head of 
the Church and Father of all Fathers. Sergius ,vas 
so strongly persuaded of this"that even before the 
Synod of J erUSalelTI he had addressed a 1110St insidious 
3 See Libell. Synod. (Labbe, t. vi. p. 14-41.) 
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letter to Pope lIonorius, ,vhose support he sought in 
favour of his policy of silence, hoping thus to coun- 
teract the opposition of Sophronius. ßut before 
exalninillg his lettcr anù the answer given to it by 
l)ope IIonorius, it ,viti be ,ycll to have a clear under- 
stfinding of the exact question raiseù. by the :\10110- 
t helites. 
The error of one operation and one will in 
Christ is, in its substance, of ancient date in the 
Church. Long before the l\1onothelites, Beron, and 
after hinl the Arians, had denied t,vo operations and 
t,vo ,,
ills in Christ: the fornler taught that our 
Lord's human nature "
as swallo,'
ed up by the di- 
vine; the latter ll1aintained that the Word supplied 
the functions of the soul in His h ulllani ty. 4 A polli- 
naris had also inculcated the same doctrine, in order 
to sho,v that the flesh of Christ ,vas consubstantial 
,vith I-lis divinity, capable consequently of suffering. 5 
On the other hand, as early as the third century, the 
Catholic doctrine of the two operations and ,vilis in 
Christ had been clearly understood and accurately 
propounded by the early Fathers of the Church, 
alnong ,vholn St. Hippolytus, in his fragments 
agninst Beron, had spoken of it with great preci- 
sion. G lIe find all the others ,vho had treated the 
luatter had laid do,vn the ilnportant maxim, that 
identity of operation ,vould imply identity of nft- 


4 See Petavius, Theo!. Dogln. t. iv. De Incmllat. 1. viii. c. iii. 
11. 1,2, p. 339. Vonetii
, 1757. 
5 See Petavius, 1. c. n. 3, p. 339 soq. 
ß FragIllellta S. Hippolyti 
r. Fragul. Y. (Galland. t. ii. p. 4G8.) 
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ture. 7 And unquestionably all the early heretics ,vho 
had held the doctrine of one operation and one ,vill in 
Christ had either implicitly or explicitly denied the 
t,YO natures. This was the case in the instances 
above given of Beron, the Arians, and the Apollinar- 
ists; for human nature deprived of all its powers, and 
animated and moved as a material and inactive in- 
strument by the Logos, cannot be truly termed a 
hUlllan nature, much less a distinct and perfect hu- 
lllan nature; that kind of union ,vould result either 
in the total destruction of one nature, or in a coali- 
tion of both into something COI11Pouncled of the t,,?o. 
Therefore the 
Ionophysites, and especially Severus 
with his partisans, deprived Christ of a double na- 
tural ,vill and operation, in order that they might 
deprive Hilll of IIis human nature. Severus did 
not deny the essence and the reality of manhood in 
Christ, but held the doctrine of a substantial change 
in its qualities frolll the in-flow of the Word of God 
into the sacred hUlnanity.8 Consequently he ana the- 
matised the doglllatic letter of St. Leo and the con- 
fession of Chalcedon, because these taught two na- 
tures and two operations in Christ after the hypo- 
statical union of His Godhead with His hUlllallity.9 
Theodosius of Alexandria, the leader of the Theodo- 
sians, laid down the sal11e doctrine in his address to 


7 See Petavius, op. cit. 1. yüi. c. i. n. 5 seq. p. 336 seq. cc. viii. 
ix. pp. 350-357. 
8 S. 
Iaximus, Opusclùa ad l\Iarianunl, p. 39 seq. 50 seq. Op. 
t. ii. ed. JHigne. ' 
9 Conc. illcum. vi. act. iv. Epist. Agathonis Papæ. (Labbe, t. vii, 
p. 691.) 
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the Elnpres
 Theodora, ,,
ith ,vholn he "
as in favour ;10 
and as a general staten1ent we may say that )[ono- 
l'hysites of every faction profe
::;ea the Sfllne dogma. 
'Jhe heretic ..Au thinlus albo deduced the uni ty of 
operation tln<l 'v ill in Chri
t froll1 the unity of His 
incarnate llature. l1 'rhus \ve have sufficient proof 
that the ::\Ionothelites \\Tere really a section only of 
the )Ionophysites. Throdore of Pharan and Atha- 
llasius "yere certainly both )Ionophysites; Sergius 
hÌInself ,vas born in Syria, of Jacobite parents; and 
,vhen the
e ngreed upon upholding the dogma of one 
operation in Christ, they lllust have grounded their 
teaching on the unity of IIis nature as well as of IIis 
person. For, as l'heophanes relnarks, "they kne,v 
"
ell that ,,-here one operation is admitted, there 
must one nature be acknowledged.''12 Consequently 
Cyrus of Phasis also nlust have been ,vell ac- 
quainted ,vith that doctrine at the time when he 
yielded to the suggestions of Sergi us and beC3.111e a 
fiery prol11oter of the 
1onothelite tenets for the sake 
of the proffered patriarchal see. 
IoreoYer, after 
the solenln reconciliation of the Theodosians and 
J acobites ,vith the Catholics, the forl11er publicly 
boasted, as Theophanes testifies, "that the Council 
of Chalcedon had entered their comnlunion, not 
theillselves that of Chalcedon;" and that the unity 


10 lb. p. 694, et Cone. Lat. act. v. (Labbe, t. vi. p. 323-328.) 
11 lb. act. xi. (Lab be, t. vii. p. 937.) 
12 Thcophanes Chronographia ad an. 621, p. 506-7. cd. nOBn. 
, , \"" J1 ' " " ,"'\.,'. 
EYIlJCIJ(fXH "lap 0':'1 Uiua /ua EIISgYS/ct EIP7j':'(U, EXEI XUI /ua ;.)(JJ; rVClJpl- 

E'Tal. 
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of operation being once admitted in Christ, they 
would be able to hold and teach the oneness of His 
nature. 13 Therefore in the Council of Lateran, as ,veIl 
as in the sixth general synod, it "
as truly said that 
the l\Ionothelites had rene,ved, by their errors, the 
doglnas of Apollinaris and Seyerus. 14 Nevertheless 
the 
Ionothelites professed externally to adnlit the 
faith of Chalcedon, and solemnly ackno,vledged two 
natures in Christ. Thus Cyrus of Alexandria made 
this profession in all the above-quoted articles of 
the concord concluded with the Theodosians, ex- 
cept the seventh, on the wills and operations in 
Christ. l\Iacarius of Antioch made the same in his 
confession of faith, read in the Sixth COUl1Cil. 15 So 
did all the leaders of that sect, ,,
hose profes
ions of 
faith exist both in the Council of Lateran and the 
third of Constantinople. But this need not sur- 
prise us: Eutyches himself, in the synod held at 
Constantinople under Flavian, asserted that Christ 
,vas perfect God and perfect l\Ian ;16 and yet it is 
,yell known that he was condelnned in the Council 
of Chnlcedon because he adlnitted in Christ a com- 


13 "'" , J ß '" ,. e Ò } ' 
xa'TeXCWX;WII'T'O rag 01 axw ITal "J{al 01 "so OrJlallO cpa6'XOII'T'Sr; 
Û'T'I OÙX 7Jl.Leî; r:ß XaAXr;ÒÓII/, åA^' 
 XaAX1)ÒWII 
ã)_AOV 

ìll ÈXOIIIC:JII1jrJSV, 
òlà 'T'
r; {lJ1&; ÈlleprsÎar; fkÎall óp.oÀo'V

a
a cpÚrJlV XPI6'T'OU. Theoph. op. 
cit. I. C. p. 507. 
14 Libelius Stephani Dorensis, in Conc. Lat. sub 
Iartino I. 
Secr. ii. (Labbe, t. vii. p. 105.) Secr. iv. (1. C. p. 270.) Conc. vi. 
Const. act. iv. Ep. Agathonis Papte. (Labbe, I. c. p. 692.) 
15 Conc. CEcum. vi. act. viii. (Labbe, t. vii. p. 769.) 
16 Conc. Constantinop. sub Flavtano Patriarcha, act. iii. In 
Actis Conc. Chalceù. act. i. (Labbe, t. iv. p. 976.) x
ì 'TaUTa ÀÉrwlI 
'TSASIOV 8eúII sTlial xaì 'TSASIOII IlIlBpw'7foli. 
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pound naturc, such a
 ,vou1d undoubtcdly destroy 
both the Godhead and the :Jlanhood. "Then a for- 
111u1:1 of Chri
tian faith has been preserved through 
centuries, fro1l1 generation to generåtion, and has 
become in a n1anner a part of the mind of the 
Ch urch, the denial of it ,vould argue consumillate 
impudence, and must Ineet ,vith opposition if not 
contenlpt. K o'v such n, forn1u1a ,vas that of "per- 
fect God" and "perfect )[an" Ul Christ. After the 
Council of Chalceclon the )Ionophysites repudiated 
the systenl of physical composition of t,vo natures in 
Chri
t, as taught by Eutyches. They under::;tood 
perfectly that to give any plausibility to their error 
they 11lUSt retain the time-honoured form of words; 
and ,vhen the authors of the ::\Ionothelite system 
oft
ered the :\Ionophysites admission to Catholic COffi- 
111UIllOn, on the easy condition of admittulg the an- 
cicnt fornlula of perfect God and perfect :J1an in 
Christ, which had been long before sanctioned at 
Chalcec1on, they could not refuse to accept terl11S 
,,
hich ,,'"ould leaye them still at liberty to carryon 
their ",york of mischief. 
The ne,," error, in rcal truth, of the )1onothelites 
differed fron1 that of the Severian
 in thi
 only-that 
,,-hat the elder sect deriyed as a corollary froll1 a 
principle, 'YêlS in the ne,v system the fundall1ental 
principle itself. From the carliest period of their 
exi
tence, they lllaintailled in plain ternlS that there 
i
 only one operation, as there is only one per
on, in 
..I e
us Christ. All the documents referred to, both in 
the Council of Lateran and in the Sixth fficull1elllcal 
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Synod, point to this teaching :17 all the leaders of the 
heresy, from the very first, spoke distinctly of one 
operation in Christ, (h/a, sv
gr
lu, though sonle l11ain- 
tained likewise the unity of IIis "Till. 1S The word 
sv
gr
lu, although it i
 not unfrequently used ùy the 
Greeks in the sense of 
v
gri'j(.lJa, (an external act), 
still is more c01llmonly used to express the operating 
principle, ðÚJ!U(hIÇ, substantial, essential to the nature 
itself ,vhich it enables to act. So that, as ,ve haye 
said, it ,vas a very common maxin1 among the ancient 
Fathers, that 110 nature can exist without its natural 
principle of operation, èv
gréIU. N ow the 
Ionothe- 
lites absolutely denied this principle of operation in 
the hUlllan naturð of Christ; and although they 
acknO"\vledged that it possessed soul and body, ,,
ith 
the faculties of each, still they plainly asserted that 
these were unable to perforlll any operation ,,
hatever 
by thelllsel Yes; since all the operations both of the 
hunlan and of the divine nature were to be ascribed to 
the po"
er of the Divine 'V ord, ,,
ho was personally 
united with the humanity. They maintained, there- 
fore, ,vithout disguise, that the hU111an nature in 
Christ was only an instrument of His Divinity;19 


17 Exeerpta ex Seriptis Theodori Pharanitæ. In Seer. iii. Cone. 
Lat. (Labbe, t. vii. pp. 1 70-71 \ et in act. xiii. Cone. Gen. vi. 
(Labbe, 1. e. p. 991 seq.) Capitulum vü. Cyri Alex. In Seer. 
iii. Cone. Lat. (1. c. p. 181), in act. xiii. Conc. Gen. vi. (I. c. p. 
988-89. Epist. Sorgii ad Cyrum Patr., in Secr. iii. Conc. Lat. (I. c. 
p. 184), in Conc. Gen. vi. act. xii. (I. c. pp. 948-49). Epist. Cyri 
ad Sergium. In Conc. Gen. vi. act. xiii. (1. c. p. 983), &c. 
18 Among them is Theodorus of' Pharan. See Excerpta in 
Conc. Lat. 1. c. p. 169. 
19' , , , , Ò ' , , Ò \ \ 
fklCl.V Î"tlwO'xe/v evepyelCl.V, 'TCl.U'T1'j; e ....extl/'1"1'jV XCI.I 1Jf.J..IOUPYOV 'iO!l 
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COnSe(lucntly thc
r ackno,yleclgcd no other under- 
standing and ,vill in Christ than that of the Logos, 
frOln ,vh 0 III the operation and power of the soul 
flo,,'"ed or proceeded. The humanity of Christ ,vith- 
out the Logo
 ,vas compared by thenl to a senseless 
body ,yithout a 80u1. 20 Nay, they went so f:'1r a
 to 
teach that the body of Christ ,vas devoid of every 
principlc of l1l0Vement and action. Of course they 
adn1Ìtted that our Lord suffered in IIis flesh, and 
they repudiated the error of A pollinaris, that the 
Divine nature was capable of suffering; but at the 
s
nne tin1e they professed that although the physical 
i111pressioll ""as receiyed by the flesh, nevertheless its 
vital po"'"er of operation, sv
gr
la, upon which Sen:5fi- 
tion depends, ,yas entirely supplied by the Diyine 
su1stance of the Logos.21 This n1onstrous doctrine 
,vas copied literally by Sergius and Theodorus from 
Apollinaris, as can be seen by the extracts from hi
 
,yritil1gs read both in the Council of Lateran and in 
the third of Constantinople. 22 They ,vere too C1Ul- 


Ðeòv, õpyavov òs f'
V àVøpfIJt;6Ó'1'
Ta. Theodorus of Pharan. In Conc. 
Gpu. vi. act. xiii. (Lab be, I. c. p. Ð 9 3.) See also the other extracts 
in that place. 
20 Sergius Epist. ad Honoriu111 Papmn. In act. üi. Conc. 
(Labbe, t. vii. p. 937.) 
21 Theodorus Pharan. Excprpta. In act. xiii. Conc. vi. (Labbe, 
t. vii. p. 992). Sergius, I. c. Epist. CJri ad Sergiunl. In act. xiii. 
COllC. ,i. (Labbe, I. c. p. 984). 
Ia('ari"'..18, Professio fidei Ieeta in 
act. "iii. Conc. yi. (Labbe, I. c. p. 77ü), l
C. 
21) e Ò ' '\ ß \ J \ e " 1\ \ · ... ", 1\ 
.. "e ç u
aAa WV lJp,aJ-GJI xal 
 EliÇ E(J71 :i!avo EII=P7E1, xal allvgfIJ"':"o, 
\ Ò " , 
\ e \' ß ' í3 " \ 
XU':"GG 'i CJp"yavov. p. E'lfIJ II uS "eCJç CiU IJ.E':"U =J A1j::-UI CJpyaliov 'Xal '1'Ò 
... , , , '\... \ ., I C G . 
"'JlOUV f.Llav t;;'E
U'J'.E'J a.';:OTeASIV '1'
V SVEf'ì'Elav. n onc. en. Yl. act. x. 
(Labbe, 1. c. p. 872.) 
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ning, however, not to conceal the true source of their 
heresy, alld appealed to the doctrine of the Fathers of 
the Church, especially to the writings which bear the 
nalne of St. Denis the Areopagite. But this holy 
doctor never taught that in Christ there was only 
one ,,
ill, much less one operation. He taught that 
there ,vere in Christ theandric operations-an ex- 
pression "Thich hnplies the t,vo natures as separate 
principles of action, though in fact al,vays acting to- 
gether. But he never thought of asserting one 
theandric operation in Christ, so as to exclude all 
operating power from IIis humanity, and to reduce 
it to the state of an inoperative instrument of the 
Divinity. Sergius endeavoured to pervert a Catholic 
doctrine, and to shelter hÌlnself under the authority 
of St. Leo, hoping thus to throw dust into the eyes 
of the Catholics, and to insinuate his error as ortho- 
dox doctrine. It is true, as he maintained, that the 
Godhead is the' leading and ruling principle of the 
sacred hUlnanity; but this does not Inean that be- 
cause the governing principle ever comes from the 
Person of the eternal Logos, therefore operation 
(èJ.lsgyslct) must flo,v from the same upon an inactive 
and insensible humanit)T. It is true, again, that 
human nature in Christ loses its independence, so far 
as to require the permission of the Divine Person in 
order to elicit its actions; but not,vithstanding this, it 
keeps its natural freedom, preserves in its integrity 
the substantial po,ver of ollBrating, and acts from and 
through that po"
er. The theandric operations, if 
referred to the Person of Christ, terminate in the 
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unity of that Person; but considered in themselves 
are never so blended and united as to forn1 a prin- 
ciple of action ,vhich is single in its essence. The 

finle rnust be said of the t,,'"o ,vilis of Chri::,t. The 

Ionothelites therefore, ,,
hilst they denied the na- 
tural ,,
ill of the humanity of Christ (TÒ O
ìl.'Jj(hu 
U(J'IX-Ò1J), 
ad vocated one practical and personal ,viII ( TÒ O
^"(ha ,/1JfAJ- 
(h'X-Ò1J, V-WO(J'TUTIX-Ò1J), and they hoped thus to be successful 
in deceiving the multitude, by conveying the ul1pres- 
sion that they merely wished to avoid the. error of 
t,vo contrary and conflicting ,vilIs in Christ, ,vhilst in 
reality they absolutely denied the existence of the 
,,
ill in }Iis human nature. On this account they 
,v.ere less reserved ,vhen maintaining one personal 
,viII in Christ than ,,-hen defending one operation in 
IIÎln. F or it ,vas ,veil kllO'Vll that the ,vord opera- 
tion (hsgYéIU) is commonly taken for what is substan- 
tial in every nature; and that consequently by deny- 
ing the two operations in Christ, they ,,
ould be con- 
victed of denying along ,vith these the reality of the 
t,vo natures: since there is no nature or substance, if 
it be deprived of all physical operation (àvSV
g,/1]TOÇ). 23 
)Ioreover, they endeavoured to justify their error 
by the argument, that the existence of two "Tills in 
the one indivisible Person of Christ implied a state 
of struggle and conflict in IIin1. 24 
23 See Petavius, Theo!. Dogm. t. iv. De Incarnat. 1. i. c. xxi. 

 viii. p. 48. 
24: This argumpnt is COlnlnon to all the leaders of the heresy. 
See Epist. Scrgii aù llonoriunl Papanl, in act. xiii. Conc. Gen. vi. 
I. c. l\Iacal'ii Professio fidei. In act. viii. Cone. Gen. vi. (LaùlJe, 
t. vii. p. 775.) 
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To sum up, then; ,ve may reduce the errors of the 
l\;Ionothelites to the three follo,ving heads: 1st, they 
ackno,vledged in Christ one sole divine operation 
pervading the sacred humanity which ,vas merely its 
instrument. 2dly, as a consequence, they did not 
ackno,vledge in Christ more than one sole divine 
,vill. 3 dIy, implicitly, and as a further consequence, 
they adInitted the capital error of the 
Ionophysites, 
especially that particular form of it ,vhich character- 
ised the followers of Severus. 


II. 
Tile tu;o Letters 'lI;ritten by IIonol.i'lls to Sel'gius; tlleir 
true character'. 
The controversy upon ,,
hich ,ve have entered 
l11ay be considered as presenting a double aspect ; 
one concerns directly the infallibility of the Pope, the 
other regards principally the integrity of the faith of 
Honorius. In other words, it may be asked ,vhether 
IIonorius in his t"..o fan10us letters taught l\Ionothel- 
ism as Pope and ex cathedr-â, and "rhether he person- 
ally and as a "doctor privatus" fell into that heresy 
at alL A further inquiry may be made, ,yhether the 
Sixth Council and the Popes ,vho confirmed it con- 
demned Honorins as having taught heresy in the full 
exercise of his påpal authority, or for some other 
grievous fault committed in the discharge of his apos- 
tolical ministry. The opponents of papal infallibility 
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seek to uphold their cause by the help of the sup- 
posed filII of IIonorius; and for this purpose they are 
obliged to Inaintain that the tT\'"O letters aùdressed by 
that Pope to Sergius of Constantinople were really 
,vrittell ex cathedrâ, find that they present fill the 
characters of dognl[ttic letters. 1\11". llcnouf; in his 
recent prunphlet, has done nothing but follow in 
thC'ir steps, reproducing all the stock argumcnts, and 
adding nothing of his 0"ì1 but the extraordinary 
holdncs
 ,vith ,vhich he puts for,vard their historical 
lllistakes as indi
putable facts, and their erroneous 
principles as certain and unimpeachable truths. I-lis 
argulnents haye nlread
r been fins,,"ered in the Duúlin 
Ret'iewand the 1r.estlninsteJ
 Gazette. Before proceeding 
to give our O"ìl rell1arks upon thel11, it ,,
ill be ,yell 
to state summarily the Inarks ,vhich characterise a 
pnpfil docuillent as eæ catltedrâ, in a lllatter of faith. 
It cannot be doubted that cathed7
a (Ogó
oç) means 
the papal authentic magisterilun; so that a Pope 
teaches e
v cathedrâ ,,
hen he teaches authentically 
in the Ulliyersal Church in virtue of that divine 
po""er b
y which he is appointed æClunenical doctor 
and teacher. nut when he thus teaches the Universal 
Church and points out sonle doctrine as a rule of 
faith, he cannot leaye it at the same tÏ1ne as an open 
que5tion, as a Inatter on ,,
hich judgnlent has yet to be 
pronounced, or on ,,
hich silence is to be held till a 
definitive sentence be issued. lIe must denulnd inte- 
rior assent and exterior subn1is
ion to his dogmatic 
decree, since he spenks fiR the organ of God in this 
'''"01''1<.1 and as infallible interpreter of God's revela- 
C 
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tions. Therefore, ,vhen in any letter a Pope sho,vs no 
such intention of imposing on the Universal Church 
such a strict obligation of absolute assent to his deci- 
sions of faith, his letter cannot be said to be eæ ca- 
tltedlyl, nor dogmatic in the proper meaning of the 
,vord. Consequently, in order that a papal utter- 
ance may have the character of a teaching ex catltedrâ, 
it is requisite first, not only that it should treat of fi 
question of faith, but that it should propose a doc- 
trine to be believed or condemned; secondly, that 
the Pope should sho,v the intention of teaching as 
Pope, and of enforcing his doctrinal decrees on the 
Universal Church. If either of these t,vo qualities 
be wanting, the letter cannot be said to contain any 
teaching ex cathedra. This is ,vhat all Catholics, 
,vithout exception, admit as necessary and essential 
to an infallible document issued by papal authority. 
But according to the discipline and practice of the 
Church in ancient times, which ,vas preserved for 
many centuries, there are some solen1nities ,vhich 
were ordinarily observed ,vhen dogluatic constitu- 
tions ,,"'ere despatched by Roman Pontiffs. They were 
previously read and examined in the synod of the 
Bishops of Italy, with whom the prelates of neigh- 
bouring provinces 1vere sometimes associated, or in 
the asselnbly of the clergy of the Roman Church. 25 
Again, they were sent to the Patriarchs, or even to 
the Primates and_ l\Ietropolitans, that they might be 


25 The place of these meetings ,vas later supplied by the con- 
sistories of the Cardinals where the Popes read their utterances 
destined to be despatched to the Universal Church. 
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cYcry"
 here kno,yn and obeyed. Finally, the signa- 
tures of all the J1ishops were often requircd to those 
papal constitutions, to sho,," their submission and 
adhesion to then1. 'Ve do not no,v lllcan to spend 
tÏ1ne ill dClllonstratil1g these points of ancient eccle- 

iastical discj plille; they ,viII be found proveù beyond 
flll question ill the lcarned works of Constant,26 Tho- 
In
s:5in, 27 and Cardinal Orsi. 28 
1. fc,v remarks, ho,v- 
cyer, "'ill be useful fiS thro,,"ing light on the matter im- 
l11cdiatcly in hand. }'irst, it must be distinctly under- 
stood that "TC do not maintain the absolute necessity 
of the ahove-mentioned characters, as ifl10 papal utter- 
ance of that age could be eL'V cathedrâ if anyone ofthcse 
Inarks ,vere ,vanting ; but ,ye maintain affirmatively, 
that papal utterances bearing all these characters "'"ere 
to be regarded as certainly jssued ex cathedrâ; and 
negatiYel
y, that no papal decree could be considered 
at that time as e..'C cathedrâ if ,vanting in all and cach 
of those characters. Thus, although we believe that . 
the falnous letter of St. Leo to Flavifil1, Patriarch of 
Constantinople, had been read in a Roman synod,2!) 
2G Coustant. Epist. RR. Pont. pl'æfatio, n. 33 seq. pp. xxxi. scel. 
27 Th01llassinus, Dissertationes in Conc. Gcn. Diss. }LX. in vi. 
Ryn. 
 viii. scq. p. 460. 
28 Orsi, de Ronlani Pontificis Auctoritatc, t. i. 1. i. c. xxii. art. 
ii. 
 Ì. p. 188 sC<l. cd. ROlnæ, 1771. 
29 Although neithcr in the Libellus Synodicus, nor in any 
othcr docun1Cnt of the tin1c, is there clear mention nlade of St. 
Lco's letter having bcen read in an e8pec
al meeting of JJishops at 
nome, nevcrtheless it is known that at that agc it ,nts customary 
for the :Dishops of several provinces to lneet in I
OlllC eVéry year in 
the lJrginning of Octoher to hold a synoll for the amtirs of tho 
Clnuch: so that we cannot doubt that Pope Lco ]1ad then treateLl 
of the heresy of Eutych('
, of the two council
 of Con
tantinoplo 
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still ,ve do not consider it necessary to prove this 
point against the author of the Defensio Declarationis 
Clel
i Gallicani,30 because this at least is certain, that it 
,vas for,varded to all the Patriarchs and Bishops of 
both Churches, Latin and Greek, and signed by them 
as a symbol of faith, before any dogmatic decree had 
been agreed on by the Council of Chalcedon. 31 The 
same ,vriter adduces t,vo other alleged exceptions to 
the synodical character of papal utterances ex cathe- 
drâ, namely, the letters of Innocent I. to the African 
councils, and that of St. Celestine to St. Cyril. As 
to these, ,ve ,viII remark briefly, that the letter of St. 
Celestine to St. Cyril, in which a definitive sentence 
was pronounced against N estorius, was truly a SYllO- 
dicalletter,32 as ,vas that ofSiricius against Jovinian,33 
and that of Zosimus against Celestius. 34 l\1oreoyer, 
,ve say that the letters of Innocent I. to the Councils 


. 


held by Flavian against it, and of his dogmatic letter destined to 
be read in the Synod of Ephesus; especially as, after the miser- 
able end of that council ,ye see no less than three Ronlan synods 
held by Leo against Dioscorus, and in the cause of the Eutychians. 
(Labbe, t. iv. pp. 747-751.) Besides ,vhich, St. Leo's letter to 
Flavian, read in the second session of the Council of Chalcedon 
(Labbe, 1. c. p. 1214), bears the title of Epistola Synodica, and in 
the Greek translation of 'E'iTIO''l'oì

 ÈYXÚXÀIO; ñyouy (jUJlOÒIX
. In- 
deed, according to the practice of that tiIne, the circular letters of 
the Pope were always considered to be written in COlillCil. 
30 Defensio Dec!. CIeri Gallicani, t. ii. 1. xii. cap. ÀXü. p. 185. 
ed. Basileæ. 
31 Vide Ballerini ,Adnlonitionem in Epist. xxviii. S. Leonis. 
(S. Leonis Ep. t. i. p. 794.) 
32 Labbe, t. iii. p. 551 seq. 
33 Siricius, Epist. vii. (Coustant. p. 663 seq.) 
34 Zosimus, Tractatoria. (Coustant. p. 994 seq.) 



IIonol'ius' ltco Letters to Sergiuse 21 
of Carthage and of ::\Iilevis,85 did not need to be read 
and cxaulÌned in a ROlnan synod, since thcy ,vere 
,yritten Increly in confirmation of decree:i already 
di:-,cu
ðed and cxanlÏned in 3, synodical manner, to 
\\"hich nothing '\"as 1Vtlllting hut the confirnlation of 
the snprenle authority in the Church. Apostolical 
lettcrs such as these ,vere not usually brought before 
the ROnUll1 synod, in the manner ,vhich ,vas prac- 
tised ,vhen the matter ,vas such as needed examina- 
tion and discus
ion before the supreme infallible sen- 
tence of the Pope ,vas pronounced. 
nut ,vhatever exception there may be to the 
synodical character of papal utteranccs ex catlte- 
drlt froln the second do\Vll to the sixth centur)T, it 
i::; 1110st certain that in the age of Pope IIonorius 
such ,vas the custonl and the practice of the Church, 
not only at ROI11C, ,but also in other patriarchal and 
metropolitan churches. The Liber Synodicu8 men- 
tions no less than thirteen synods, some Catholic and 
some heretical, ,vhich ,,,,ere held in the cause of the 
:\Ionothelites; so that all the utterances puhli
hed 
at that time either in condenlnation or defence of 
l\Ionothelis111 ""ere sJ'"llodical. Such ,vere the apos- 
tolic decrces of Pope Severinus, the successor of 
I-Iolloriu
, 86 of John I,r., of Theodorus, of 
Iartin, 
of 
\ ga tho, 87 not to speak of the synodical letters of 
Patriarchs and Priulates issued about that tiltle upon 


35 Constant. Epist. RTI. pr. p. 887 seq. p. 895 seq. 
3ü V. Conc. Lat. Seer. iii. (Labhe, t. vii. p. 215). Pagi, Crit. in 
.Annal. Baronii, t. ii. an. G39, u. v. p. 818. Antwerpiæ, Ii:!.7. 
37 Liber Synodieus. (La1)be, t. vii. p. 1443 seq.) 
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the same subject. N o,v ,ve distinctly assert that 
both the letters of Pope Honorius, read in the t,velfth 
and thirteenth sessions of the Sixth Council, were 
utterly devoid, not only of the synodical character, 
but also of all the other marks ,vhich have been 
ll1entioned as required by the discipline of the tinle 
to constitute a papal lltterance ex cathedrâ. 
1ore- 
over they are wanting in the t,vo other internal cha- . 
racters which must be found expressly or by iUlpli- 
cation in eyery papal constitution in a matter of 
faith. l\Ir. Renolû, ,vith his usual 101dness of lan- 
guage, calls it "a mockery to consider the Pope's 
solenln public and most earnest reply to the eastern 
Patriarchs other,vise than as ex catltedrâ."38 But he 
should have known that Catholic apologi
ts of Ho- 
norius, including even those ,,"'ho accuse hinl of error, 
utterly den};'" that his reply was solemn and public; 
and much more do ,ve deny that his letters concerned 
any matter properly of faith. )Ir. RCl10uf reasons in 
this ll1anner: "Pope Honorius ,,"'as officially consulted 
by the Patriarchs of Constantinople anù Jerusalcln 
merely because he ,vas Pope, and on a question of 
faith which all parties considered of supreme im- 
portance;" and from this he concludes that the reply 
must have been solemn and public, ex catltedrå and 
cle fide. 'Ve ans,ver, first, that it does not follow; 
and next, is the antecedent altogether true ? We 
think not; fot he seems to represent not only Sophro- 
nius of Jerusalem, but Sergius hiulself, as applying 
to the Pope for a definitive decision on the subject 
38 Condemnation of Pope Honorius, p. 21. 
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of the exi
tence of t,vo opcrations or of Olle in Chri-.;t. 
X o,v ,ve altogether dcny that thc letter of Sergiu
 
contained such au application. The Patriarch of 
COll
tãntinople was too crafty and skilful to lay bare 
his o,vn hcretical lnind; lunch less ,,
oulcl he have 
disclosed to the Pope the trne nature of the con- 
troversy, that hc luight pronouncc a final judglnent 
upon it. 
Sergius ,,"as :1ware that in the Latin Chm'ch, and 
especially at ROl11e, the dogma of the Incarnation 
"ras perfectly understood in its full meanulg anù 
extent. lIe kne,v ,veIl the dogmatic letter of Pope 
I.Jeo, in ,fhich the doctrine of the t,vo operations in 
Christ had been Hufficiently stated, and he could not 
be ignorant that this letter had been everYlvhere 
studied and regarded as a conlplete exposition of 
faith in the matter. It ,,,"ould have been foolish to 
call at once for a definitivc sentence from the very 
Sce ,vhich had issued the dognlatic letter on the In- 
carnation of Christ; and yet ll10re foolibh and Ï1n- 
prudent to brave the decision of nOlUe, at a 11loment 
"\vhen Sophroniu
, the most energetic defender of the 
t,vo operations in Christ, had bcen raised to the pa- 
trhÚ'chal Sce of J eru
alem. The mo
t elelnentary 
rule
 of prudence "
onld hayc suggested to hÌl11 to 
reconnoitre his ground bcfore making the final as- 
sault. In a lnoment of such danger the hypocritical 
heresiarch ,yas obliged to have recourse to half 111ea- 
sure
, ,,-hich n1ight have some appearance of plausi- 
bility and prudence, rather than adopt at once all 
extreme policy, which, all things considered, could 
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have no chance of success. 'Vith all his perversity, 
Sergius ,vas not wanting in common sense, and in 
this respect an injustice has been done to hiln by the 
author of the Condenlnation of Pope IIonorius. He 
did not hesitate to adopt the line of action which 
prudence dictated. His letter to IIonorius may be 
read in the acts of the twelfth session of the sixth 
General Council, and ,viII be found to bear no other 
construction than-that which ,ve hfive put upon it. 
In this letter Sergius used every artifice ,vhich 
his craft could suggest as likely to mislead the Pope 
and to gain him over to his side. lIe described, in 
exaggerated terms, the return of the :\1onophysites 
to the Catholic Church: he attributed to thenl nlore 
sincerity than was their due; and his estÌlnate of 
their numbers ,vas cunningly exaggerated. He ll1ade 
a show of detesting the errol:s of the l\tlonophysites, 
and he spoke of their writers as hateful to God: 
Eln'uxoùç "cÛ f:110f1xógou, "'1eß
gou X.T.A. Or,Of1TU'ì'
V. 39 
On the other hand, he sho,ved the highest respect for 
the "divinely - speaking" Pope Leo (Oe(j''liJr.(j'{ou AsolI- 

oç), and for the Fathers of the holy Council of 
Chalcedon, whose nalnes ,vere solelnnly inserted in 
the diptychs in the celebration of the divine nlYs- 
teries by the reconciled heretics. 40 He described as 
inlprudent the opposition to the seven articles of the 
act of concord arranged ,vith the Theodosians by 
the Patriarch, Cyrus, which was raised by Sophro- 


39 Epistola Sergii ad Honoriulll PapaIn. In act. xii. conc. vi. 
(Labbe, t. vü. p.953.) 
40 (Ib. p. 936.) 
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niu:-;, then a lllonk of .Alexandri'1, on account of a 
single ,vord on the buhject uf one operation in 
Chri::;t, ,,"hich ,yorù had, ho,veyer, the sanction of 
seyeral Fathers. lIe added, that it ,vould be harsh 
and cruel to dri YC millions of souls into hcresy and 
pcrùition for the sake of one expression: that in 
siluilnr contingencies the Fathers had often follo"ed 
an econol11Y pleasing to God (B
agé(jToIÇ olx,olJo/híalç) for 
the 83.1, ation of Inany souls. lIe observed, ho,v- 
ever, that, although the controversy was merely 
yerbal, it had nevertheless ll1uch exasperatcd mcn's 
nlÌnds, so that there was reason to fcar the rise of 
n ne,v party openly heretical: on these accounts he 
judged that it ,yollld be a prudent eCOn0111Y to in1- 
pu
e silence on both the contending partie
, requir- 
ing that none should make Inention either of one or 
t,vo operatiops in Christ, but that all should hold 
and defend the kno,vn doctrine ,,"hich the Fathers 
had deliycred. fIe said that, on the one hand, the 
cxprcs:sion "one operation and will" was offen
ive 
to luany, to 'VhOl11 it seemed to destroy the distinc- 
tion of the t,yO natures in Christ: on the othcr hand, 
the expr

sion "t"o operations and wills" ,yould 
COllYCY to the ll1inds of many the idea of t,,
o con- 
trary and conflicting ,,"ills coexisting in Chri
t. 
The Patriarch, moreoyer, illforlned the l)ope that 
Sophronius himself had pledged his ,yord to obserye 
this econolllY, and that even the Elnperor IIerncliu
 
had adopted his advice. 41 He concluded ,vith the 


41 El'istola Scrgii aù IIonorhun PapaIll. In act. xii. conc. vi. 
(Labhe, t. vii. pp. 957-959.) 
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request that the Pontiff \vould read the account and 
explanation he had given, and \vould let him kno\v 
his thoughts upon the matter. 42 
It is true that Sergius, here and there, in his 
letter, tried to insinuate his pernicious doctrine of 
one operation and will in Christ; but first he did it 
very cautiousl}" either, as we have said before, by 
assuming in its explanatiol1 43 a Catholic doctrine, or 
by endeavouring to reconcile his heretical vie,vs ,vith 
the doctrine set forth by St. I..Ieo; and moreover, he 
affected to speak of the point lnerely in passing and 
historically, ,vithont making it the principal object 
of his application to the Pope. IIis apparent pur- 
pose in ,vriting is to gain the sanctiol1 of IIonorius 
for the econolny of silence on the subject of one or 
t\VO operations in Christ, and for enforcing the saIne 
conduct on the Patriarch Sophronius ; . whilst at the 
same tin1e he does not miss the favourable oppor- 
tunity for sounding the mind of the Pontiff on the 
subject of the operations in Christ. The Pope, in 
his letter to Sergius, answered precisely the ques- 
tion asked by the Patriarch. 1\11". Renouf asserts 
that he "gave his unqualified approbation to the 
doctrine of Sergius as contained in the letters 
,vritten by the Patriarch to himself and to Sophro- 
nius."44 nut \ve hope to 
how in the next section 
that the doctrine set forth by Honorius in the first 


42 -rà t;TEpJ 70Ú
(JJ1J ù/J..ÌIJ òoxouv-ru (j'1jp.,ãvUI. Epistola Scrgii ad IIono- 
l'ium Papanl. In act. xii. conc. vi. (Labbe, t. vii. p. 900.) 
43 See n. 1. p. 14. 
44 The Condemnation of Pope Honorins, p. 21. 
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as ,veIl as the seconù letter to Sergius has nothing 
to do ,,
ith the 
Ionothelite dogma, contained in the 
letter of the latter. For the present ""0 111aintain 
only that in neither of the t,vo letter
 did ] lonorius 
gi, e the least hint that he intended to Ï1npose any 
helief of doctrine ex catltedrâ: his first letter ans- 
"ers the purpose of the Patriarch, and authoriRes 
his CCOnOlllY of silence on the subject of the opera- 
tions of Chri::;t. In the opening of his letter he 
praises Sergius for having stopped the rise of a ne,v 
,yoI'ù "rhich "
as liable to be nlisunderstood and to 
create scandal (llnong the sin1ple. 45 In concluding, 
he exhorts Sergius to preach the orthodox doctrule 
of unity of Person U1 Christ, and of two distinct 
natures by ,,
hich He performs the divine and hUlnan 
actions, but to abstain frolll the ne,y expression of 
one or two operations. 46 In the other letter to the 
sallie Patriarch the Pope expressly declares that it 
Î:-; not necessary to define one or t"..o operations in 
Christ, but rather to suppress the scandal of the ne,v 
and subtle invention. 47 He assures the Patriarch 


45 "LaudanlUS novitatem vocabuli aufcrcntcm, quod posset scau- 
dahull sÏIllplicibus gencrarc." Epist. IIonorü ad SergiUlll. In act. 
xii. conc. vi. (Labbe, 1. c. p. 962.) 
46 "Hortantes vos, ut, unius vel genlinæ novæ vocis inductUl11 
opcrationis vocabulunl aufugicntes, ununl nohisclun Donlinulll J e- 
sum Christum filiuln Dei vivi, Deum verissimum in duabus naturis 
operatum divinitus atque humanitus tide orthodoxa ct unitate 
Catholica prædicetis." (lb. p. 9GG.) 
41 "Auferentes ergo, sicut diximus, scandalum novellæ aùinven- 
tionis, non nos oportct unam vel duas operationes tlefÌ.nientes 
præùicare." lh. In act. xili. conc. vi. (Labbe, 1. c. p. 1003.) 
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that he had ,vritten to Cyrus and to Sophronius, 
urging them to avoid the expression of a single or 
t,yofold operation. As to the legates sent to him by 
Sophronius, he says that he urgently recommended 
to then1 the use of the san1e econoluy, and that they 
had promised that their Patriarch \voulJ ,villingly 
refrain from the expression "t,vo operations," if 
Cyrus of Alexandria ,vould no longer speak of one 
operation. 48 
N ow in neither of these letters does IIonorius 
show any intention but that of approving of the 
econolny of silence ,yhich Sergius proposed, as the 
best means to save the Church from the misfortune 
of a new olltbreak of that sectarian violence which 
had been so lately allayed; and this econo1l1Y he in- 
culcates OIÙy by way of suggestion and exhortation. 
His first letter concludes with an exhortation 1vhich 
sun1S up what he had eXplained in the course of it, 
and ,yhich contains the expression of his ,vilI. In 
the second letter he again suggests and insinuates 
to Sergius (hoc quideul fraternitati vestræ insinuan- 
durn prævidÙnus) the same principles as he had in- 
culcated on Cyrus and Sophronius by letter. It is 
il11Possible to construe this form of writing into an 
utterance ex cathedrâ. The Pope manifests no in- 
tention ,,
hatever of imposing any rigorous obliga- 
tion, of defining any doctrine, of requiring any in- 
terior cOI1Þent, in virtue of his apostolic divine 
authority. The only purpose to ,vhich he points is 


48 Epist. Honorii ad Sergium. In act. xiü. conc. vi. (Labbe, 
1. c. p. 1003.) 
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thnt of approving find suggesting the econolny of 
silence by exhortation and per
uasion. liut ::\11'. 
11 enouf persist
 in seeing langunge e.1J catltedrÛ in 
the authoritative Inanner in ,vhich the I>ope ad- 
dre
"e!S Sergius in the second letter, find he quote
 
fiS follo,vs: "'V e have decided" ((fUV
1 OO(JÆV, a ,vord 
of suprelne authority in the Greek of the period) "to 
Inake manifest by the present lettcrB to your most 
holy fraternity," &c.; find further on, "and these 
things ""'e have decided (f1t)V
íOO(hEV) to nlake kllO'Vll 
to your lnost blessed fraternity," &C. 49 Fir:-,t, then, We 
do not see ,,
hy l\1r. Renouf puts so great stress on 
the ,vord (ft)V&fOO(JÆV, ,vhich, even if it had been an 
exact translation of the original Latin text of the 
letter of I-Iol1orius, would mean no more than cen- 
8enlllS, find not precisely ",ve haye decided." In 
the thirteenth session of the sixth synod sentence 
,vas pronounced against Sergius, Cyrus, Theodorus, 
and Pyrrhus, and the words used are Exgíva(h
1J and 
ógf
O(JÆIJ. rrhese are really ,vords of great author- 
ity; and of the t,,
o translators of the Council one 
rendered them by judicavÙnus et de.finÍJn'lls,50 the 
other by statuÍ1nus et decernÍ7nlls. 51 A fe,,- lines 
further on, when speaking of IIonorius, the Coun- 
cil used the ,vord (ft)V
I"òO(hEIJ, which the two in- 
terpreters rendered, one ]JrævidÙnus, the other 
cense77íllS; and in rendering the paððage of IIono- 


49 The Con<1pnlnation of Pope IIonorius, p. 22. 
50 Lahhc,1. c. pp. Ð77-Ð78. 
[II Ex vctu
to codicc lJibl. Pari
. S oc . JCSll. (LalJbe ] 
, . c. 


p. Ij81.) 
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rius, quoted by ::\11". Renou
 they use respectively 
the san1e ,yords; and they correctly express the true 
meaning of the ,yord in question. 52 Again, ,vhy does 

1r. Renouf insist that Pope Honorius, in his letters 
to Sergius, spoke ,vith suprelne authority as Pope? 
No defender of papal infallibility ,voulJ deny this, but 
it cannot be inferred frOln the admission that the 
doculnent ,vas a teaching ex catltedrÛ; yet he seems 
to think that no less Inust follo,v. In order to in1- 
pose silence upon contending Patriarchs, the Pope 

ust of course exercise his pontifical f.outhority, and 
COlll1l1unicate his deterInil1ation by official letters. 
TIut it is not true that the Pope, every tin1e he exer- 
cises his pontifical authority in a particular case, 
teaches ex cathedrâ, and exercises his authentic infal- 
lible magisterium. 1\11". TIenouf professes himself a 
Catholic, and does not reject the papal supremacy, 
nlthough he may deny the infallibility of the Pope's 
teaching; and he cannot fail to be acquaiIlted with 
the manifold character of the action adopted by the 
Pope in the general government of the Church. fIc 
ought to relnember that if" the Pope is consulted 
nlerely because he is Pope," it does not follo,v that 
all his utterances are necessarily ex cathedrÛ. TIut 
the Pope ,vas called upon, insists 
lr. Renouf,53 "by 
no less than the Patriarchs of Constantinople and 
J erusalenl to give his judgment on a question of 
fhith which all parties considered as of snpren1e im- 
portance." As to the Patriarch Sergius, ,ye have 


52 See the Lexicons under the ,vords l1uJlsìÒOJl and l1UJlOpúw. 
53 The Conùemnation of Pope Honorius, p. 19. 
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seen that the rope ,,"as called upon in a question of 
faith, but not to give his judgment on it. 'Ylth 
regard to the Patriarch Sophrollius, it is true that 
he sent hi
 legates to IIonorius, begging him to 
pronounce his final judgment upon the 
Ionothelite 
controversy. 'Illis is clearly proved by the synodical 
letter of Sophronius to Sergius, vlhich lettcr was 
COl11111Ullicateù to the Pope. But ,ve have already 
rCl11arked that IIonorius not only abstained fron1 
giving any definitive sentence in the lnatter, but he 
persuaded the representatives of the Patriarch of 
,Jerusalem to observe the economy of silence on the 
subject of the t,vo ,vills and operations, as in another 
letter to the Patriarch of ....\lexanùria he had enjoined 
ab
tinence from the expression, "one operation in 
Christ." In doing this he committed a fault ,vhich 
"
e are not here called upon to characterise; but 
unquestionably he could not have pronounced any 
sentence e
v catlledrâ on the question of Christ's t",.o 
,yills and operations at the very tin1e when he was 
ain1ing at quieting the controversy by an economy of 
silence. 
Again, the letters of Pope Honorius to Sergius 
cannot be ex ca tltedrâ, because they are devoid of all 
those characters ,,
hich at that period denoted papal 
utterances of the kind. ::\11'. Renouf affects to ig- 
nore this iluportant point on which the apologists of 
Pope lIonorius so justly insist. It is undeniable 
that theBe letters, be their doctrine what it may, 
""ere not synodical. X 0 proof ,vhateyer can be ad- 
duced tending to sho,v that they had that character. 
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In the Liber Synodalis, and other documents of the 
tÌlnc, all the synods are 111entioned to ,vhich any of 
the successors of IIonorius sublnitted their et(} catlle- 
drâ decisions; but no mention is n1ade of anything 
of that kind concerning the letters of IIonorius. In 
the Libe1" Diu1"nus three formulas of faith are in- 
serted, ,vhich the successors of Honorins were accus- 
ton1ed to subscribe. They profess in them to hold 
and observe all the constitutions of their predecessors 
,vhich ,vere synodical1y decreed. 54 Consequently they 
sho,v indirectly that IIonorius had decreed nothing 
synodically in favour of the 
Ionothelites; especially 
as in the second of these formulas of faith they 
openly reject and condemn the epistles of I-Ionorius, 
as fayourable to those sectarians ,vho 'obstinately 
defended the heretical dogma against the truth of the 
faith sYllodical1y declared and denounced.'55 There- 
fore, according to these professions of faith, \vhat 
is synodically settled belongs to the truth of faith, 
nnd cannot be rejected, much less condeu1ned. Since, 
then, the letters of Honorius were rejected and con- 
tlemned in those professions, they cannot have had 
the synodical character. On this account in the 
sixth council they are never called synodical, al- 
though the synod gives that epithet to the letter of 
Sophronius,5G and to the letters of Thomas, John, and 


54 Liber Diurnus RR. PP. eU111 notis Garnerii, c. ii. tit. ix. 
Professio ii. 
In 
Iigne, PP. LL. t. ev. pp. 53-54.) 
55 "Simulque et hos qui hæretica dogluata contra veritatem fidei 
synodaliter declaratam atque prædicataIll pertinaciter defendebant." 
(lb. p. 52.) 
56 Act. xi. (Labbe, 1. c. pp. 881-884.) 
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Constantine, l)atriarchs of Constantinople. 57 X ay, even 
,vhen the letters of IIonorius are mentioneù in con- 
junction ,,-ith the synodical letters of Sophroniub, the 
fornler are di
tinguished frol11 the latter by the ab- 
sence of any such qualification ;38 and this omission 
afFords :1 strong argument in :fit your of "rhat ,vc 
assert. 59 Besiùes this, the letters in question ,vere 
,vanting in the most essential character of n. papal 
utterance ex catlleJl'â, that they ,vere not intended 
for the instruction of the ,vhole Church. Far frOlll 
this, they ,vere not even destined for circulation 
among all the Bishops of either East or "r est; still 
less ,vera the Bishops required to sign theln. )11'. 
l
enouf ought to haye kno"
n the facts to ,,
hich ,ve 
refer; but he has pas
ed them over in his pall1phlet 
,vithout the least notice. Again, it is a fact that no 
record ,vhatever exists from "rhich ,ve learn that the 
letters of Honorius were c0111municated to the Ori- 
ental Bishops. Sergius, "rho ,vas principally inter- 
ested in the lnatter, did not put them in circulation, 
nor did he eyen lllen tion them in the Ectltesis, ,vhich 
,va
 his o,vn composition. It seems that the Patri- 
arch ,vas anxious rather to ,vithdraw them from vie,v 
and bury thelfi in the archives of the Church of Con- 
stantinople, ,vhere they ,vere found in their Latin 
autograph, accolllpanied by a Greek version, at the 
time of the Sixth Council. 60 Pyrrhus also, the suc- 
57 Act. xiii. (Labbe, 1. c. p. 1000.) 
58 Act. xii. (Labbe, 1. c. p. 969.) 
59 S
e Card. Orsi, ùe Romani Pontificis ..A.uctoritate, t. i. p. Í. 
1. Ì. c. xxü. art. ii. 
 ii. p. 190 seq. eù. TIOlnæ, 177l. 
60 Conc. vi. act. xü. xüi. (Labbe, l. c. pp. 9G9-1001.) 
D 
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cessor of Sergius, does not appear to have published 
them, but only to have put in circulation a sll1all 
extract from the first of them, which adlnitted of 
being misconstrued in an heretical meaning. 
In the Lateran Council no Inention was made of 
these letters, either by Stephen of Dora or by the 
Greek Inonks in their "libelli," presented to that 
sy'nod against the errors of Sergius and his followers. 
The very" Typus" of Constans, ,vhilst it forbade all 
further controversy on the subject of one ,viII or 
t,vo ,vilIs, did not even remotely allude to these 
letters of Honorius. l\Ioreover it is certaÏ11 that in 
the 'Vest they remained unknown for a long time, 
until Pyrrhus, successor of Sergius in the See of 
Constantinople, circulated an extract from them in 
the 'Vest ,vith the view of persuading the \Vestern 
Prelates that Honorius had been a l\Ionothelite. 61 
Certainly in no one of the many synods held in 
Rome rand in Africa after the death of IIonorius was 
any mention ,vhatever made of them. Even, then, 
if all internal proof were wanting, the very fact that 
the letters are without any of the characters ,vhich 
in that period distinguish all papal utterances ex ca- 
tltedrâ, affords of itself conclusive proof that they 
were not ,,'"ritten by Hon0rius ".,.ith the intention of 
imposing doctrine to be believed, and that they 'v ere 
not received by the Patriarchs to ,vhom they were 
addre'13sed as containing an authoritative exposition. G2 
61 Vide Joannis IV. Apologia pro Honorio Papa. (Labbe, t. vi. 
p. 1511.) 
62 See J\Iuzzarelli, de Auetoritate Rom. Pontif. in Cone. Gen. 
t. ii. c. x. 
 ii. p. 181 seq. Ganùavi. 
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A 
triking confirlnation of this :f:1.ct is found in the 
Ini
sion intrusted by Sophronius, Patriarch of J eru- 
salem, to Stephen, Dishop of Dora, one of his prin- 
cipal suffragans. 
The Patriarch Sophronius, one of the most dis- 
tinguished men of the age for his learning, prudence, 
zeal, and virtue, fully understood the bearing of the 
heresy in all its points. He kne,v perfectly ,veIl 
w hat was the state of the East at that period, and 
the rapid gro,vth and spread of error since the tin1e 
""phen the economy of silence was adopted on the 
double operation in Christ. But the Arabs were just 
then n1aking their victorious adyance through Pales- 
tine, with the prospect of besieging and capturing the 
IIoly City itself; and at such a crisis the Patriarch 
could not quit his see and undertake the long jour- 
ney to ROl11e, in order to lay before the Pope the 
real state of the )Ionothelite controversy, and obtain 
his final condemnation of the heresy. He ,vas forced, 
therefore, to intrust this illlportallt mission to a 
legate; and he fixed on Stephen, Bishop of Dora, 
for the purpose. Sophronius used eyery ll1eans to 
insure the faithful execution of his cOlnmission, 
taking Stephen ,vith him to the very scene of our 
Lord's crucifixion, and there binding him by a 
solemn oath to repair ,vith all speed to llon1e, anJ 
never to rest until he had secu "ed a final condeln- 
l1ntion of ::\fonothelism. lIe pict
red before the eyes 
of the holy Dishop the crucifixion anù the last judg- 
111cnt, ,vith the object of po,verfully 1l10ying hUll to 
bring to the nlost successful issue possible a legation 
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the responsibility of ,vhich was the heaviest that had 
ever been laid upon him. 63 
Before we proceed to consider the bearings of this 
fact upon the subject before us, we must discuss some 
previous questions which arise out of 
Ir. Renouf's 
remarks upon the matter. He mentions the fact 
referred to,64 but, with his ordinary looseness of 
assertion, commits t,vo great nlistakes, ,vhich he 
might have avoided by the study of the Church IIis- 
tory of his friend Dr. Döllinger. G5 First, he con- 
founds the two embassies sent by Sophronius to the 
Pope; and next, he supposes that the second, of 
,vhich Stephen of Dora was the head, reached Rome 
in the lifetinle of Pope Honorius, so that he treats the 
second letter of IIonorius as belonging to it. 
We cannot be surprised at some of the errors 
into which l\Ir. Renouf has fallen, for they are COffi- 
III on to most ,vriters upon the subject; but it is 
strange that one who professes to have "thoroughly 
mastered" the question should speak of the elllbassy 
of Stephen of Dora as corroborating the view which 
he has taken of the conduct of Honorius, and yet 
betray no consciousness that the historical state- 
ments on which he relies were called in question 
and rejected even by Fleury,66 and have been tri- 
63 Libelius Stephani Dorensis Episcopi, in Cone. Lat. Seer. ii. 
(Labbe, t. vii. p. 108.) 
..... 64 The CondeInnation of Pope Honorins, pp. 20-2l. 
65 History of the Church, translated by Dr. Cox, vol. ii. sect. 
vii. p. 197 seq. London, 1840. 
66 Fleury himself, 'who is no ultramontane, had long ago repre- 
sented these facts. in the same sense. See Rist. Eccl. 1. xxxvrn. 

 vi.-vrn. t. viii. p. 367 seq. Paris, 1751. 
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umphantly refuted by Orsi 67 and others. The fact 
i
, that although Stephen of Dora received his mis- 
sion from Sophronius ,vhilst IIonorius yet ruled the 
Church, he did not reach ROlne before the death of 
the Pope; for as he hinlself inforills us in his Li- 
bel/us, ,vhen the )Ionothelites got inforn1ation of the 
nature of his legation to Ilome they sent orders to 
all the provinces that he shomd be taken prisoner; 
and he wa$ accordingly captured, put in chains, 
and detained in a prison until it pleased God to de- 
liver him from the hands of his persecutors. Then, 
mindful of his oath and the orders, the prayers, 
and the tears of Sophronius and of all the Catholic 
Bi
hops of the East, he hastened without delay to 
Rome. 68 lIe does not speak in detail of the fulfil- 
ment of his mission, but he says enough of it to 
convince us that he executed his comn1ission, and 
laid the l1latter before the successors of Honorius, 
not before IIonorius himself. For after having men- 
tioned that, subsequently to his liberation fr0111 the 
hands of his enemies, he made haste to reach the 
Apostolic See, he continues: "K either did God dis- 
regard the prayer and tears which were offered to 
IIiu1 by His faithful servants, but lIe stirred up your 
predecessors in the Apostolic See to be vigorous in 
exhorting and amending the aforesaid per
ons [the 
heads of the l\Ionothelites] , aìthough they wholly 
failed in overcoming the obstinacy of the heretics. "69 
61 De R. P. _\.uetoritate, I. c. 
 iv. p. 200 seq. 
68 Libellus Stephani Dorensis, in Seer. ü. Conc. Lat. (Labbe, 
t. vii. p. 1 0 ï. ) 
Ú
 1. c. at, rrae
ìÒH Ó 0sò; '1'
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wv aùrQû p.Erà ðaxp
(pv 
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These words cannot possibly refer to IIonorius, and 
must refer to his immediate successors; for of the 
forlner it could not be said that by his econolny of 
silence he had tried to amend the leaders of the 
heresy, and bring then1 to a better sense. It follo,vs, 
that the silence ,vhich Stephen observes in his Li- 
bellu8 about his reception by Honorius, is not, as 
1\11'. Renouf supposes, to be eXplained partl
y' by the 
econolny practised by the Lateran Fathers ,vith re- 
ference to this Pope, and partly Ly the fact that he 
hilnself had betrayed the trust confided to hiIn by 
Sophronius. 70 'Vhen once it is sho,vn that Stephen 
of Dora did not reach Rome before the death of 
lIonorins, the t,vo reasons pointed out by 1\11'. Re- 
nouf as an explanation of the Dishop's silence about 
IIonorius fall to the ground. Even 1\11'. Renouf 
allo,vs that the embassy of Stephen of Dora was a 
very solemn one. But it was the custom of that 
age and of all antiquity, that every prelate, and espe- 
cially every Patriarch, 011 entering upon his office 
should send a synodical letter ,vith an ordinary lega- 
tion to Rome and to all the patriarchates, to testify 
his orthodox faith and Catholic comlllunion. On 
this account Sophronius despatched Leontius the 
deacon and Polyeuctes to Sergius ,vith his syno- 
dical letter, which was read in the eleventh session 


-- 


, '-,.-,.'" \' , \ "I. ß ' · "I. \ 
'i:pOffayop..SJl7JJI, a^r. fYS/PS p..SJI OU p..E'1'g/fJJr; '1'OUr; v.-por.a OJl'1'aç U':I'Off'1"Or./Xour; 
à
X'Epsaf, Eif t;rapaíJlSff/JI, é1{.l.Ja "a; ò/a/.l.Jap'1'upÎaJl ..t.JJI Eip7J/.l.JSJlVJJI åJlògt.JJI, 
· , Ò - I "-,. <::: 
SI "a/ p..7J af.I.J"J; '1'01.J'1"OU; EILar.asaJl. 
.0 Condenmation of Pope Honorius, p. 21. 
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of the SLxth Synod. 71 lIe sent at the 
amc time, 
or perhaps a little before, the very sanle synodical 
letter to P ope IIolloriu
 by the hanùs of other 
legates. 72 
This legation, ho,vever, could not be the sanle 
,vhich Stephen of Dora mentions in his Libell'll8. 
rIhe forlller ,vas sent ,vhen the Patriarch of Jeru- 
salenl still entertained hopes of bringing round Ser- 
gius, Cyrus, and the others; therefore, in his syno- 
dical letter to Sergius, he speaks in high terlllS of 
that Patriarch, and willingly submits to his advice 
and correction. 73 Stephen must have alluded to this 
,vhen he spoke of the endeavours nlade by the boly 
Patriarch "to recall to the true faith of their ances- 
tors the authors of the ne,," error.";4 But when So- 
phronius sent Stephen of Dora to Rome he had lost 
all hope of nnleliorating the state of things. His 
zealous and holy efforts, as Stephen himself tells 
us, ,vere not able to procure the conversion of Ser- 
gius anù Cyrus ,vith their faction, but only arous
d 
against hhn an anger ,vhich displayeù itself in mer- 
ciless persecution. It was then that the holy Patri- 
arch sa,v that no other means ,vas left to counteract 
the evils of the ne,v heresy than to apply to that see 


71 See tho synotlieallctter in the .VI. Council, se
s. xi. (Labbe, 
t. vii. p. 884-932.) lb. p. 929, the names of the two Legates a.re 
mentioned. 
72 In several)1s. cod ices this synodical letter is addressed to 
Pope Jlonorius. FleUl'Y himself asserts this in his Rist. Ece1. 
1. xx-xviii. 9 vi. p. 3G 7, t. viii. 
73 1. c. p. 928. 
;4 Lihcllus Stephani Dorensis (1. c. p. 108). 
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where the foundations of the orthodox doctrine are 
laid, and to call npon hinl ,vho has been appointed 
by Christ to feed His flock. 75 The two legations to 
Ronle are, therefore, evidently c1istinct. 76 The eco- 
nonlY of silence lllUst have been suggested by Hono- 
rius to the representatives of Sophronius at the time 
of the first legation, and accepted by thelll in the 
name of the Patriarch, because at that time he still 
cherished some hope of a pacific settlelnent of the 
controversy, and of the triunlph of the Catholic doc- 
trine. That this was the state of the case is the 
more evident, since, as ,,"e have seen above, the lega- 
tion of Stephen of Dora did not reach Rome before 
the death of Honorius. Consequently,ve must con- 
clude, first, that in despatching his second elnbassy to 
Honorius, Sophronius ackno,vledged that the Pope 
had not in either of hið letters to Sergius manifested 
the slightest intention of proposing any supreme de- 
finition ex cathedT'Û, because he so earnestly reconl- 
mended to Stephen of Dora not to desist from his 
endeavours until he had obtained the final judgment 
from the "apostolical divine wisdom;" and secondly, 
that nowithstanding the t",.o letters of Honorius and 
the economy of silence adopted by him, Sophronius, 
when sending Stephen to that Pope, solelllnly pro- 
fessed the doctrine of papal infallibility; for ,vhat 


ro Libellus Stephani Dorensis (I. c. p. 108). 
76 "\Ve regret that Pagi, notwithstanding his penetrating critical 
acumen, has fallen into the SaIne mistake of not ùistinguishing the 
two legations of Sophronius to Honorius (see Critica in Annales 
13aronii, au. 633, n. xi. t. ii. p. 802). But at the time in which he 
lived no doubts had been raised concerning this erroneous vie-we 
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cl<::c can bc the meaning of the exprcs
ion that" the 
foundations of orthodox doctrine reBt on the A pos- 
tolic See" ?ï7 "That too can be the meaning of a 
'- judgnIcnt froln the apostolic divine ,visdolll," but a 
guarantec of the con1plete overthro,v of the new 
errors ?ï8 "T e nlay at least call upon the opponents 
of papal infallibility to give SOlne explanation of these 
expressions that shall not be destructive of their 
theory. And finally we may remark, that Sophro- 
nius clearly did not look upon IIonoriub as an ad- 
herent of the heretical faction. 
Another remark of 
Ir. Renouf's seems to us 
to betray a great "
ant of theological kno,vledge. 
" It ,,
ill, ho"rever, be observed," he says, "that St. 
Sophronius does not sinlply submit his opinion to the 
judgll1ent of the Pope: he lays dO'Vll the truth, ,,-hich 
he ,,
i8hes to be confirmed by the Pope, but he ,viII 
not s"rerve from it."79 'Ve do not kno,v to ""hat 
passage the ,,"ords cited refer. From the quotation 
,ve should think that they refer to the ,yords ad- 
dressed by Sophronius to Stephen of Dora ,,
hen 
intrusting hÍln ,vith the legation to the Apostolic 
See; but we have read them oyer again and again 
,vithout finding any hint of the sense suggebted by 
::\11'. Ilenouf, or of the meaning of 
Ir. Renouf's para- 
phrase. "Sophronius," he say
, "lays do"rn the truth, 


71 ' ..... , t" Ò '''). 11' ", Ò 
V"aXEC1J; ou 
 a"':"o 'irsga7f./Jv E/Ç t;';'spa':"a IE^tfS, fJ-fXp/; a., E/Ç rr)l 
ù"':"OO'70Àn,òv XarrCl.'''7
(J=J(XÇ Bp6vov, fliBa .,.

 fV(J'SC
V òoyp.árrC1Jv EÌ(J'lv ai 
"p1J::-;ìðs;. 1. c. p. 108. 
is ' :;:' ì ..... 11 ' t "'" " } ... 
E,=, ar;:o(J'rro .1>::11; tf':o(J'o;Plaç, E/; VE/XO; ':"'1j II xp, (J'III . . . xa ':"'wy 
, , 't' "\. " ....." 1 
S'itE/tJUX":'CtJV ()oYl
a':"'wv, ':'SA=lav t:rOI'l}(J'OIi':'al Xa1l0lJIXW; ':"'1/V xa..-apY'l7(J'lv. . c. 
i9 The Conùemnation of l'opc IIonorius, p. 20, in the note. 
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which he wishes to be confirmed by the Pope, but he 
will not swerve froln it." Is it to be expected that 
Sophronius should declare himself ready to s,verye 
from the truth? And did he think that the Pope 
teaching ex cathedrâ ,vould propose anything to be 
believed except the truth? 
Again, there are two kinds of cases in ,vhich 
doctrines may be said to be defined by the Pope. 
One regards doctrines ,vhich are not contained in 
a clear IDanner in the universal Inagisteriuln of the 
Church, and which are disputed on both sides, as 
was for several centuries the doctrine of the Ilnma- 
culat
 Conception, ,vith many others. The second 
concerns doctrines clearly revealed and universally 
believed as dogmas of faith, although they have never 
been defined explicitly and under anathema by the 
authentic magisteriuln. Such ,vas the doctrine of 
the consubstantiality of the Divine 'V ord, and gene- 
rally all the doctrines concerning the Incarnation. 
Now, the denial of a doctrine of the first class, be- 
fore its infallible definition, does not constitu
e a sin 
of heresy: and if either of the two rival schools seek 
the supreme judgment of the Pope upon the question, 
it must be prepared to submit to that judgment, 
and be ready to reject the doctrine till then defended, 
and even to embrace the contra.ry teaching were it 
prolJosed by the Pope ex cathedrâ. But it is not so 
,vith doctrines of the other kind. A doctrine univer- 
sally believed ip. the Church is infallibly de ficle, the 
consent of the Church being equivalent to a formal and 
explicit definition. Therefore the Arians, the N es- 
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torinns, and the Entychians were generally looked 
upon by the Catholics as herctics, even before any in- 
fallible sentence had been pronounccd against thcm. 
In such ca
e
, ,vhen a definition is required either 
froln the Pope or from an illclullenical Council, the 
request is made not properly for the instruction of 
the orthodox as to ,vhat they should believe in the 
matter, but only to crush and destroy error ,vith 
the over,vheln1ing authority of fi suprellle judgment. 
As to Catholics, those ,vho, from ignorance or pre- 
judice, have been led into error, ar
 bound to ,yait 
for the infallible decree, and must hold themselves in 
readiness to submit unreservedly to the saIne; but 
others, who are fully acquainted ,vith the teaching of 
the Church, must be steady in their adhesion to it 
,vhile expecting that infallible decision ,vhich ,viII 
:finally confir1l1 thcir faith. For the divine truth pro- 
posed in a decree of faith cannot possibly differ from 
the divine truth believed in the Universal Church. 
Consequently in such cases, ,vhen Catholics, already 
in possession of the Catholic truth, apply to the Pope 
or a General Council for fi definition necessary 
to ensure the triumph of the faith over heresy, they 
should not harbour in thcir heart the smallest doubt 
concerning the doctrine laid before the Apostolic 
See. 
1uch less should they say, as 
Ir. l1enouf 
,vould have thelll do, that tìley will change thcir 
opinion if the l
ope decides the other ,vay! It is 
curious to observe the surprise of )11'. Renouf at 
not finding any buch language in the confession of 
the faith presented by the orthodo
 abbots, priests, 
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and monks to Pope l\Iartin in the Lateran Council. 
Eyery student of theology ,vould understand it; and 
,ve may ,veIl be amused at the arrogance of l\Ir. Re- 
nouf; who pretends to be judged by his peers-that 
is, by men who have studied the original sources, 
&c.-when he himself is guilty of theological and 
historical blunders of such magnitude. 
The doctrine which l\Ionothelism attacked was 
clearly proposed in the universal teaching of the 
Church, and generally admitted as a doctrine of 
faith. No definition in the matter ,vould have al- 
tered in the least the substance of the Catholic 
dogma. Therefore, neither St. Sophronius, nor the 
abbots and monks mentioned by l\Ir. TIenouf in his 
note, nor St. l\Iaximus, could in any manner declare 
themselves ready to subnlit to any decision contrary 
to what had previously been preached in the Church. 
The case of Gilbert de la Poirée is eXplained on 
the same principle,80 a kno,vledge of ,vhich would 
have spared 
1r. Renouf the useless expenditure of 
,vords in his note. 


80 The errors of Gilbert de la Poirée regarded the simplicity of 
God, the unity of substance in the three divine Persons, the Incar- 
nation of God in the Person of the Eternal 'V ord; that is to say, 
the fundamental dogmas of the Catholic doctrine. Therefore the 
Bishops of France, who applied to Eugenius III. against that here- 
tical Bishop of Poitiers, could not declare to the Pope that they 
,vers ready to change their faith. TIut that condition was to be 
admitted by Gilbert, ,vho, in his Commentary on Boetius' ,vork De 
Trinitaie, had attacked the universal doctrine of the Church. 
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III. 
Orthodox Doctrines contained in the two Letters of 
Pope lIon01'ius to Sergius. 
T,vo hundred years ago De ::\Iarca, n learned 
man of his time and a Gallican, left the follo,ving 
words in a n1nnu
cri pt dissertation, prepared by him- 
as an apology for Pope Honorius, and ,vhich he 
had promised to his friend the erudite Labbe. 
" Quod ad I Ionorii doctrinaln attinet, jam alii proba- 
verunt eum prorsus aversum fuisse ab errore 
1ono- 
thelitarum, neque illis unquam consensiRse; ut inuti- 
lis omnino futura sit mea opera, si velim hanc partem 
suscipere probandau1."1 Baluze, who put together 
the notes prepared by De 
1arca for the projected 
,,"ork ,vhich death prevented him from con1pleting-, 
does not question the correctness of his vie,v. "T c 
may say, then, without fear of contradiction, that 
the vie,v which represents Pope Honorius as having 
actually held 
Ionothelite doctrine, has for nearly 
t,,'"o centuries becollle almost exclusively the posses- 
sion of Protestants and schismatics. 2 nut unfortu- 
nately Cardinal de 1a Luzerne, in the early part of 
the present century, revived this false accusation 
in his work La Déclaration de l' .Llssenzblée dll Clergé 
de France A.D. 1682. 8 Later on, some profehsors in 


1 In vita Petri De 1\Iarca, scripta a Balutio, præn1Ïs.s3. operibus 
De 1\Iarcæ, cd. l\tri:-;iis, 1 GG3, p. 30. 
2 .Anthhnus also, Patriarch of Constantinople, in his encyclical 
letter of 1848, repeated again the stale calumny, anù chargeù Pope 
Honorius with heresy. 
3 It appeared in Paris in the year 1820. 
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Gerlnany took up the question of Pope Honorius, but 
unhappily in this case they did not apply those just 
principles of judglnent ,vith which some of their 
countrymen, Catholic and Protestant, have vindi- 
cated the memory of certain among the Popes, for 
centuries the victilllS of calulllny and falsehood. 
Prejudice and passion interfered with their know- 
ledge of ['ìcts and misled their judgments. lIefele, in 
his History of tlte Councils, believes that IIonorius 4 
expressed himself badly frolll inability to state his 
meaning correctly. But Dr. Düllinger, in his work on 
the PalJal Fables of tlte JIiddle A,qes,5 tries by every 
means, even by the distortion of historical evidence, 
to prove that Pope Honorius ,vas a rank 1\Ionothelite, 
and was condemned as such by the Sixth Synod. 
1\11'. Renouf, who is so full of admiration of the Ger- 
lnan Positive School represented by Dr. Düllinger, 
in which the Gallican principles ,vhich have been 
exiled from France find refuge, thinks himself in 
perfect security by the side of such a champion. 
He seems also to believe that, supported by the 
authority of so great a "nan1e, he can speak very 
dogmatically, and set at defiance all the theolo- 
gians and historians in the world ,vho have ever at- 
tempted to clear Pope IIonorius and his letters from 
the charge of heresy. He treats them all in the 
m02t contemptuous lllanner, saying that they betray 


4 Hefele, Conciliengeschichte, Dritter Band, 
 296, p. 137, 
 298, 
p. 150. Freiburg in Brisgau, 1858. 
5 Döllinger, Die Papst Fabeln des :1\Iittelaltcrs, vii. p. 133 seq. 

rünchen, 1863. 
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an utter ignorance of the real nature of the contro- 
ver
y.6 Now, let us hear how 1\11'. ]
enouf reasons 
in the ll1atter ,,'"hich he boastingly claillls to have 
thoroughly Inastered. 7 "It is undeniable," he says, 
"that IIonorius sided ,yith Sergius against Sophro- 
nius, that he asserted his perfect agreenlent ,nth the 
forlller, that he ackno,vledged but one ,vill in Christ, 
anù condelnned as scandalous the assertion of' t,vo 
operations.'''8 IIere let us pause. The
e three" un- 
deniable propositions" of )11': TIenouf's are three 
gross blunders; and yet that gentleman, as he assures 
us, "has studied most carefully and conscientiously 
the original sources and entire literature of this and 
other portions of ecclesiastical history"!9 TIut, in 
order to see clearly that Pope I-Ionorius did not in 
any luanneI' teach the heresy of the )1onothelites 
in his letters, we must recall to our mind the leading 
doctrine of that sect. 
As we have shown at length in the first section 
of this pamphlet, the leftding error of the 
Iono- 
thelites ,vas identical ,vith that of the Apollinarists 
and the Severians. They deprived the hUlnallity of 
Christ of its natural operation (èv
g'l
la), and con- 
sequently of its ,vill; they regarded it as an inactive 
instrument n10ved by the Divine Logos. Therefore 
their l\1onophytisll1 (in the form given it by Severns) 
was not, as 1\11'. Renouf believes, "a n1ere logical 
6 The Condmunation of Pope lIonorins, p. 14. 
1 See the letter which he aùdrcssed to the TV lJðl1ninslm o Ga:ctlc 
(20 tT une 18(8). 
8 The Conde1nnation of Pope IIol1orius, p. 14. 
!) See the letter to the JVcshninstcr Gu::cllc, quoted aboyc. 
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consequence asserted by its adversaries ;"10 but it was 
the fundamental principle of the whole, and the source 
froln ,vhich the system derives its very being. 
The first question, then, to be examined IS, 
,vhether Pope Honorius held any doctrine at all 
resenlbling the l\Ionophytislll of Severus, ,vith its 
denial of the natural operation of Christ's humanity. 
It is lmdeniable that the doctrine of IIonorius on 
this point is an explanation of St. Leo's doctrine in 
his dogmatic epistle, ,vhere he teaches the distinction 
of the t,vo natures in Christ, and therefore the pos- 
session by each of a peculiar and intrinsic principle 
of operation, although under the government and 
dominion of the "r ord. St. Leo had said, "Agit 
utraque forma cum alterius cOIDlllunione quod pro- 
priunl est; 'T erbo scilicet operante quod Verbi est, 
carne exsequente quod carnis est."ll In these ,,"ords 
the great Pope evidently lays do,vn the doctrine of the 
two operations in Christ, in accordance with the dis- 
tinction of IIis t,vo natures, as ,,"ell as that of the go- 
verning po,ver of the Godhead by,vhich the humanity 
,vas ruled. 12 The doctrine of the two operations is so 
clearly expressed in this passage that Cyrus of Phasis 
could not refrain from mentioning his anxiety on 
this score to Sergius ;13 and the 'lnost honest Pa- 
lO Condemnation of Pope Honorius, p. 18. 
....1l Epist. xxviii. S. Leonis Papæ ad Flavianum, c. iv. (Op. t. i. 
ed. TIall. p. 819.) 
12 See the splendid exposition of this doctrine in St. Sophro- 
nius' synodical letter, read in the act. xi. of the Sixth Synod. 
(Labbe, t. vii. p. 906 seq.) 
13 Epist. Cyri Phasidis ad Sergium, in act. Àüi. conc. vi. (Labbe, 
I. c. p. 984.) 
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triarch of Constantinople could not other,,"i'3c do 

nYay \vith hi
 difficulty than by a solelnn lie, Ly 
alleging, l1
llnely, that no one had ever f'aid that 
l
 ope Leo, Ul the \yords quoted, n

erted thc doctrine 
of the t,vo operation
.14 1\Ioreover, as ,ye have nl- 
rcady snid, Severus condemned St. Leo's doglnatic 
letter on account of its containing that doctrine. 
N 0,V", ,vhat diù 1)ope I-Iollorius teach in hi
 letters 
to Sergi us, if not the identical doctrine set forth by 
Pope Leo in the foregoing passage and by Sophro- 
nius in his synodical letter ?15 I
e says, "Utrfisque 
naturas in uno Christo unit ate naturali copulatas 
cum alterius communione operantes atquc opera- 
trices confÌteri deben1us, et divinam quideln, quæ 
Dei Bunt operantem, et humananl, quæ carnis Hunt 
cxequenteln, non divise, neque confuse, aut conver- 
tibiliter Dei naturanl in hominenl et humanaln in 
Dei conversam edicentes, sed naturarun1 differentias 
illtegras con:fÌtentes."16 Accordulg, then, to the doc- 
trine of Ilonorius, the human actions of Christ are to 
be attributed to the agency of hUlnan operation, not 
to that of the divine "T ord. But at the ðanle time, 
the hlllnan nature, ,,
hich of its O"ïl virtue operates 
".hat is peculiar to itself, is not separated froll the 
divine nature, although distinct from it, because of 


14 Epist. Sergü ad Cyrum, in act. ÃÏi. conc. vi (Labbe, I. c. 
p. Ð4Ð.) 
15 Synodica Epistola Sophronii Patr. ad Sergiulu, in act. xi. 
conc. yi. (Lahl)c, 1. c. p. ÐOI scq.) 
16 Epist. ii. Honorü Papro aù Sergiunl, in act. xiii. conc."\ i. 
(La1be, 1. c. p. 1003.) 
Ir. Renouf omits this pa5
age in the long 
quotation frolll IIonorius' letter in p. :?:? 


E 
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its hypostatical union with the Godhead. Sophro- 
nius, as we have remarked, professed this very iden- 
tical dogllla in his falllous synoclicalletter. "As the 
two natures in Christ," he says, "keep each its own 
property in its entirety, so the one and the other 
operate "That belongs to each one ,vith the COlllffiU- 
nication of the other; the 'V ord operates ,vhat is 
proper to the "\V ord with the cOlnmunication of the 
body, and the body executes ,vhat is of the bod:y- 
,vith the con1lllunication of the "\V ord in the action 
itself. . . . . .. Because they are not separated, 
whilst they act ,vhat is their own."17 On the other 
hand, Sergius also, in his letter to Honorius, hypo- 
criticall
y referred to this passage of St. Leo; but he 
did so only in the hope of thereby disguising his 
error, in ,vbich, however, he was not altogether suc- 
cessful. His doctrine is seen to be 
1ollothelite at a 
glance, alld in opposition to that of Honorius and 
Sophronius. He expressed himself fi
 follows: "'V e 
confess that the only-begotten Son of God, who is at 
the san1e time God and Jnan, operates divine and hu- 
man actions, find thfit all divine and human operation 
flows from the Incnrnate W orc1 of God ,vithout sepa- 
ration and division. For Leo, doorkeeper of heaven, 
taught us so," &C. 18 The :\Ionothelite doctrine clearly 
17 Epist. Sophr. cit. (1. C. p. 901 seq.) (J(J.i:'Ep ràp Èv XPUf..-rl 
., "\ ' , , "\ "\ '" ,. ... . ò ' u ì 
E
 T'EpU <pu^aT'T'EI <pUrJU; alJ'è^^'r:rw; 7?JV EaUT'?J; I IOT'?J7U, OUT'{J) xu 
ÈVEgrEì éxaT'Égu /kogqJ
 /kET'à 7
; BaT'Épou xOlvwvla; ..-ouB' Ö'7rEp iòlOV 
ËrJX?Ji!.E, T'OU /.Ûv "J..órOU xaT'Egra
o/kbou 'l'ouf)', Ör,rEp ÈrJ'rì T'OU ÀórOU, /k'ëT'à 
7
; xOlvwvíu; Ò
^OVÓ71 'l'OU rJw/kaT'O;. T'OU òÈ rJW/kaT'O; ÈXT'
^OUVT'O; åtJ:'Ep 
· , '" , "'. ..... ò "\ Ò ' .... "\' ... ,y 
ErJT'1 T'OU rJWP"U7'O;, XOIVWVOUVT'O; UUT'
 
^U?J T'OU ^CJ')'OU T'?J; tJ:'pa:;EW; . . . 
" ' ò ' " , "1 
OtJT'E 'lag 'T/P7Jf1-EIIW; EV7Jgrouv 'l'U lUlU, x. T'. À_ 
18 Epist. Sergü ad Honor. in act. xii. conc. vi. (Labbe, p. 960.) 
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nppears from thesc words, however they may have 
been intended to deceive. As long as Sergius had 
f'aid that" the Son of God, ,vho i8 at the }o:fi111C time 
God and l11an, operates divine and hUl1lfin actions," 
it cotùd receive a Catholic explanation. But ,vhen 
he adds that ùiyine and hUlnan operation flo,vs from 
the Incarnate "r ord of Gorl, he points 111finifestly to 
the ::\Ionothelite doctrine of one divine operation in 
Christ, flo"Ting frolll the "\V ord into His hUlllallity, 
,,"hich has not in itself any principle of action. And 
this is the more clear, because he had a little before 
declared that as the soul is the principle of lllovement 
in our body, so is the "r orcl in His humanity, ,vhich 
is moyed by IIim alone. 19 
The )1onothelite error is expressed here as clearly 
as in the extracts of Theodorus of Pharan, quoted in 
the first section. Ho,v, then, Call it be said that 
,
 IIonorius sided with Sergius against Sophronius," 
"rhen the doctrine of the fornler perfectly agrees ,vith 
that of Pope I-.leo, as well as ,vith that of Sophronius, 
and is in direct contradiction of the error of Sergius? 
}
nt what did Honorius lllean 1vhen he expressed his 
"'ish that they should refrain from the expression, 
" one or t,vo operations"? Did he mean that every- 
body was to be free to reject the dogma of the two 
operations in Christ? !\1r. Renouf and his friends 
look on this as undeniable. But those who read 
IIonorius' letter ,vithout prejudice, see that his 
lnealling ið quite the contrary. Let us listen to 
the Pope hinlself: "K on nos oportet unam vel duas 
19 Epist. Scrgii ad IIonorium, p. Ð37. 
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operationes definientes præclicare, sed pro unâ, quam 
quidam dicunt, operatione, oportet nos unum ope- 
ratorem Christum Domillum in utrisque naturis veri- 
dice confiteri, et pro duabus operationibus, ablato 
geminæ operationis vocabulo, ipsas potius duas na- 
turas, id est, divinitatis et carnis assnmptæ, in unâ 
persontt, U nigeniti Dei Patris, inconfuse, indivise, 
atque incontrovertibiliter nobiscum prædicare pro- 
pria operantis."20 Two fundamental doctrinal prin- 
ciples are here laid down by Honorins: the first is, 
that the Divine Word is the only leading primary 
principle (TÒ ñre(hOJJIXÒJJ) of all divine and human, 
free, or natural and necessary, actions of Christ; 
and therefore under this aspect the "T ord lllay be 
called the only source of operation. This doctrine 
was repeatedly inculcated in the synodical letter 
,vhich Sophronius ,vrote against the N estorian error. 
The second is, that, notwithstanding that hegemonic 
principle in Christ and the hypostatical union of His 
operations, both His natures preserved their integ- 
rity and their natural po,ver of acting; so that, as 
the Pope says, we are to profess that both the natures 
operate in the unity of the divine Person. "\Ve have 
here the exact doctrine which the sixth synod pro- 
posed to the belief of the faithful in its definition of 
faith. But it is proper here to remark, that Honorius 
dÌd not al,vays llse the word "operation" or H energy" 
ill the sense of an internal principle of action im- 
planted in our nature; but he employed it ill his 
first letter to mean ,,
hat the Greeks called èvégrr;(hu, 
20 Epist. ü. Honorü ad SergÏlml, 1. c. (Labbe, 1. c. p. 1003.) 
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or the effect nnd external action itself. Thus he 
says, "U trulll autein propter opera divinitatis et hu- 
Inanitati
, una an gelllinro operationes 21 debcfint de- 
rivaÜe dici vel intelligi, ad nos ista pertinere non 
debent," {.\:c. ;22 by ,vhich ,vords he ccrtainly did not 
Inean the interior agency or power of the soul. 
Therefore he continues, U Nos non unam operationC111 
ycl duas Domini Jesu Christi ejusque Sanctulll Spi- 
ritum sacris literis percepimus, sed lnultiformiter 
cognovin1us operatum" (?rOÀUTgÓfJ((,JÇ S')'II(,J(lÆJI aùTòll 
hGg'lOÙVTrt.); and further on: " 1\1 ultis modis et 
ineffabilibus confiteri nos comnlunione utriusque na- 
turæ condecet operatum."23 That multiplicity of 
actions ill Christ evidently alludes to the external 
n1anifestation of the natural energ)7, not to the energy 
or agency itself. And this is the n10re Inanifest as 
IIonorius quotes St. Paul's words,24 in which the 
Apostle speaks of external acts (kvegrynf1'rt.Trt.), not 
of natural operation. 25 But" it is undeniable," in- 
E'ists 
Ir. Renouf, follo,ving in the footsteps of Dr. 
Düllinger,2G "that Pope Honorius acknowledged but 


21 Epist. i. IIonorii ad Sergiunl, in act. xü. synodi vi. (LablJc, 
1. c. p. 9ô3.) 
22 lb. 1. c. p. 963. 23 lb. 1. c. p. 9ß6. 24 1 Cor. xii. ô. 
25 In the Greek text of the Eph:tlo of IIonol'Ïus instead of 
ÈJlEP,,/7i,UÚ7'(ÑJI w'e read ÈJlsgï S1
JJ1. Tllis show's that among the Greeks 
the "
ord ÈJlÉP'ì'EIU w'as known to have bnth sen
es of natural opera- 
tion and of its acts, or È"Epy
,lJ.ar;-u, as all the .Fathers, <-.specially St. 
)faxinuls and St. J ohn l)anla
cene, testify. "\Ye are surprised that 
Dr. Döllinger was not a,rare of this when in his pamphlet (pp. 133, 
134) he accused lIonorins of having twisted the 'word ÈIIÉpYEla to a 
different sense. 

6 Die I)apst Fabeln des 
Iittela1ters, pp. 132, 133. 



54 Ortltodoæ Doctrine contained in 


one ,viII in Christ." Certainly, it may be undeniable 
for dreamers who deal with phantoms, mistaking 
them for living realities, not for such as study his- 
torical documents ,vith a Inind free from prejudice 
and a heart free from passion. Our readers shall 
have the very ,vords of IIonorius, and then shall 
judge for themselves: "Unde et unaffi voluntatem 
fatemur DOlllini nostri J esu Christi, quia profecto a 
Divinitate assumpta est nostra natura, non culpa; ilIa 
profecto quæ ante peccatU111 creata est, non quæ post 
prmvaricationelll vitiata."27 Every time ,ve read 
these ,vords of Honorius, ,ve are anlazed that 111en 
,vho profess an extended and scientific kno,vledge of 
literature have been able to disguise froln themselves 
the natural and obvious purport of the words. N o'v 
it is really undeniable that Pope Honorius does not 
assert that there is only one will in Christ, and that 
divine, but on the contrary lllaintains that in the hu- 
manity assulned by the "r ord there is only one ,viTI, 
and that the spiritual will. His argument is as fol- 
lo,vs: the "\V ord of God took to Himself our nature, 
not the sin which is hI it; our nature as it ,vas 
created before sin, not as it ,vas corrupted by trans- 
gression. N ow, our natu-ral ,viTI, the ,vill as a po,ver 
of our soul, is not a fruit of sin; it ,vas an essential 
part of human nature, even before this was stained 

 
with sin. IIence the "\'T orc1 of God by assuming our 
nature must have assumed its natural ,vill. Again, 
the ,vill ,vhich is a fruit of sin, and which is called 


27 Epist. Honorii cit. 1. c. p. 963. 
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hin in the Scripture, the will ,vhich did not exist in 
lnllllan nature in it
 state of innocence, is our con- 
cupi::,cence. The"\V ord of God, therefore, by as- 
sUllling our nature could not assume that ,viii; that 
is to say, our concupi::;cence. 
FraIn this clear and conclusive reasoning it is 
Jnanifest that Pope IIonorius excluded from the In- 
carnate "\V ord nothing but the ,vill of the flesh, or, in 
other ,yords, our concupiscences. In fact, he quotes 
several passages of St. l)aul from his Epistle to the 
Romans (vii. 17 seq.), and the first to the' Corinthians 
(xv. 50), in order to prove that after the first trans- 
gression a hard struggle arose in our nature bet,veen 
the fleshly ,viiI and that of the mind; these being 
contrary to each other in their tendencies and de- 
sires; ,vhereupon he concludes that in Christ there 
was no contrariety l\'"hatever, since He did not [U;
mlle 
the fleshly ,vill. " K on est itaque assumpta, sicut 
præfati SUlliUS, a Salvatore vitiata natura, quæ repug- 
naret legi mentis ej us. N ain lex alia et 
voluntas diversa non fuit vel contraria Salvatori, quia 
supra legell1 natus est humanæ conditionis."28 IIo- 
norius foresa,v that an exception could be rai
ed 
against his a
sertion founded on the passages of the 
gospel, "N ot as ] ,yiII, but as Thou ,,'ilt;" and" I 
:1111 not come to do l\Iy o,vn ,vill, but the ,,"ill of IIim 
that scnt l\le." lIe answers the objection, by saying 
that the passages quoted and siu1ilar texts do not iUl- 
ply any contrariety of ,vill
 in Christ, but that thcy 
reveal a peculiar econonlical design of IIis aSSUlllcd 
28 Epist. IIollorii, I. c. 
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hlunanity (dispensationis, olxolJo[híaç, hUlllanitatis as- 
slllllptæ). " Tota eninl," he continues, "propter nos 
dicta sunt, quibus dedit exemplum, ut sequamur ves, 
tigia ejus."29 The Incarnate 'V ord assunled our 
humanity, not only that lIe might be a victim con- 
secrated to IIis Father's glory, but also ill order to 
becolllc the pattern ,vhich we should copy in our- 
selyes. N o'v Christ becan1e our pattern because He 
practised ,vhat lIe taught, and by His example He 
opened the path which we should follow, so that, by 
perfect sublnission of IIis ,vill to the will of His 
Divine Father, He gave us a great example of per- 
fect resignation to the ,viII of God. But Christ, 
,vhilst perfectly complying with IIis Father's ,viII, 
had not to endure any struggle with the concupis- 
cence of thc flesh, which fights against the wishes of 
our Inind; He diel not feel in IIin1seif any such dis- 
orderly feeling, even WhC11 IIis will sublnitted to 
things ,vhich, by themselves, are not agrecable to the 
original unfnllen tendencies of our nature. 
The "non quod ego volo" does not in1ply con- 
trariety of wills in Christ, originating fron1 the law 
of concupiscence, for this last did not exist in Hiln; 
but it only points to ,vhnt ,vould naturally agree 
,vith our inclinations, and please our will. TIut the 
very same language (non quod ego volo) transferred 
to òur nature, as it is affected by the Fall, n1eans not 
111erely ,,
hat in itself is not pleasant to our lawful 
tendencies, but moreover ,,
hat is positively and 
strongly opposed by our fleshly will, which strives to 
29 E . H . . 1 
plst. onorn,. c. 
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carry ,vith it the ,vill of our mind. "That, then, is 
the llleaning 1lonorius intended in the follo,,'"ing 
pas
age? "l
ta propter nos dicta 
unt quibus dedit 
CXClllpllun ut sequaillur vestigia ejus; pius lllagister 
di
cipulos Ï1nbuens, ut non suaID unusqllÌ
(lue nos- 
trlun, sed potius Don1ini in olnniùus præferat volun- 
tatem." First, it cannot Inean that there ,vas nu 
hlunan will in Christ; for if Christ had no hlunan 
,vill, how could lIe afford us exalupIc of submi
sion 
to God, and how could "
e follo,v II is footsteps? 
But lIollorius plainly asserted that ,ve are to do 
this; therefore he at the 
allle tin1e plainly asserted 
the existence of a hUlllan ",vilI in Christ; because 
"here there "is no distinction of ,vilIs, no submi
sioll 
of any kind can lun-e place. Secondly, nccording to 
IIollorius, Christ by the above ,yord::, taught us to 
contradict our fleshly ,,
ll, in order to submit our 
spirit to God. nut although Christ cOlùd not give 
us cx:unple of the denial of the fleshly ,vill, ,vhich 
lIe had not, lIe could give us an instruction and 
precept; and these lIe in1pnrtcd to U
 in ,,"ords 
Innde stronger by IIis o"n ex
nllple of perfect resig- 
natioll. IIis exanlpIe bears on the submi

ion of the 
hlnnan ,viII to God's ,,
ill; IIis instruction points to 
the battle against our cOllcupi
cences, in ,,
hich we 
should ,villingly engage in ordl
r to SUbulit our will 
to God. Such i
 the true 111eaning of the doctrine of 
] Ionoriu
, ,vhen he acknowledge
 only one ,,
ill in 
Chri
t's hlunan nature. l
hese are not, as ::\11". TIcnouf 
snys they are, "
ubterfuges \\
hich will not bear ex a- 
lninatioll." The explanation ,vhich ",.c have giyen 
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will def
r the examination of a hundred critics like 
1\11'. nenouf, and also of all those ,yho fully under- 
stand the real question at issue. 
On the following page of 1\11'. Renouf's pamphlet 
,ve find a relnark ,vhich betrays a strange ignorance 
of the state of the controversy. "If Honorius," he 
says, "believed that this wa
 the real question at 
issue (the existence in Christ of t"\vo human and con.. 
trary wills), he ought to have condell1ued 80phronius 
for manifestly heretical doctrine."30 l\lr. nenouf is 
quite wrong in attributing to those who have given 
the foregoing explanation of the passage in question 
the belief that Honorius ever thought that to be the 
question at issue. 'Vhat the Pope says against the 
existence of two contrary wills in Christ's human 
nature has nothing to do ,vith the l\Ionothelite con- 
trovers)r. But IIonorius having spoken, according 
to St. Leo's doctrine, of the unity of person in 
Christ, and of the diycrsity of His natures hyposta- 
tically united, was brought by his subject to speak 
of the integrity of His assun1ed nature. 
80111e ,vriters have made it their business to 
blacken the Inemory of Pope Honorius, and have 
followed the l\lonothelite Pyrrhus in distorting the 
Ineaning of the words we have cited-" unam yolun- 
tat em faten1ur Don1ini nostri Jesu Christi"-in order 
to fasten upon theln a l\1onothelite meaning. Hono- 
rius is in no ,yay accountable for this : his meaning 
was quite different. If 
Ir. Renouf ,vill deign to 
listen to our advice, he ,viII put aside all precon- 
30 The Condemnation of Pope Honorius, p. 16. 
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ceiyed vie,vs, find rend cnrefnlly the letters of Pope 
lIonorius: he ,vill soon be convinced that ,vhat he 
ha
 represented ns undeniable is false; ,vhat he has 
called aúsurd is right; ,vhat he has qualified as 'Un- 
truth i
 the truth; anù ,vhat he has declared to he 

1onothelisnl is the Catholic doctrine. But in his- 
torical controversies, ,vhcn it happcns that the per- 
versity of luan has misrepresented facts, the testi- 
n10ny of contenlporaries is thc most satisfactory 
means of arriving at the truth; and ,vhen the clear 
language of doculnents concurs ,vith the evidcnce of 
conten1poraries, no doubt can relllaill; i.n such case 
the narrative cannot properly be said to establish the 
truth of ,yhat ,ve read in the doculllents, but only to 
ratify find confirm it. 'Ve have nn instance of this 
in the controverted passage of Pope Honorius on one 
,,"'ill in Christ. The passage itself tells its own mean- 
ing, as ,ye have seen, independently of any external 
evidence. rrhe testimony, therefore, of contelnporary 
authorities ll1USt have still greater po,ver to put the 
truth of the explanation beyond all doubt. "Tith 
this vie\v ,ve can refer to the evidence of St. 
Iaxi- 
nlU
, ,vho after the death of Sophronius wns the 
groat doctor of the Eastern Church, the leader of 
the Catholics against the J\Ionothelite faction, the 
luan \vho, after having convi!1ced J>yrrhus, the )10- 
nothelite Patriarch of Constantinople, that he had 
been upholding error, persuadetl hinl to place a 
\vritten retractation in the hand
 of Pope Theodore,31 
31 Cone. Lat. Seer. i. (Labbe, t. vii. p. Dl.) lIist. :ThIiscell. Pauli 
Diaconi, 1. ),. viii. cd. 
Iignc, in t. xcv. rp. LL. p. 1042. A.nast. 
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the man ,vho suffered persecution and finally mar- 
tyrdolll for the faith. 32 In like manner ,ve can refer 
to the testilnony of Pope John IV., ,vho succeeded 
IIonorius in the pontifical See after the two-months' 
reign of Severinus, and who wrote and addressed to 
the En1peror Constantine an apology in favour of 
Honoriu
 against the calulnnious letter of Patriarch 
Pyrrhus. Finally, we can bring forward the evidence 
of Abbot John, secretary both to Honorius and to 
John I'T., ,vho dre,v up the letter addressed by Ho- 
norius to Sergius, and who could not fail to under- 
stand its purport correctly, while his character af- 
fords us a guarantee of his veracity; for, as ,ve learn 
from St. l\laximus, he ,vas a man who had illustrated 
all the "rest with his virtues and religious doctrine. 33 
No,v St. 
1aximus, Pope John IV., and Abbot John, 
. all testify most clearly that Pope lIonorius, ,vhen as- 
serting one ,viII in Christ our Lord, had in view the 
sacred humanity only, in ,vhich he denied the exist- 
ence of two contrary wills. 34 "That contemporary 
witnesses could be found whose evidence upon this 


nibl. in "\Tita Theodori Papæ, eel. l\Iigne, in t. cxxviii. PP. LL. 

') 3 
p. '.;.J . 
32 See "\Tita et Certanlen S. 1uaximi et Acta ejusdem (in Ope 
S. 
raxin1Ì, t. i. ed. J\Iiglle, t. xc. PP. LL. p. 68 seq.). 
33 ,^' ,'.... "I. 
 ^' "\ ^' ,.... ^' 
 8 ' Ò ' 
/LE7'U 7'WV u^^wv UU7'WV "'U^(JJV, xal 7'0/; '1"1); EU6'E, Eta, OYfl. a 6'1 
'irão'&v '1"
V Ò
6'IV Xa7'urpulòpÓVWII. Disputatio cum Pyrrho (Op. t. iÌ. 
1. c. p. 329). TOlnns dogmaticus ad ::\Iarinum Presbyt. (Op. t. ii. 
ed. :1\Iigne, 1. c. p. 24-1.) 
34 S. 
Iaximus, Tomns cit. ad 
Iarinum, p. 237. Disput. cum 
Pyn'ho, 1. C. p. 328. Joannis IV. Apologia pro Honorio Papa ad 
COllstalltinum. (Labbe, t. vi. p. 1511 seq.) Abbatis Joannis verba 
in Disp. cum Pyrrho, 1. c. 
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subject ought to have more ,'{eight in the balance of 
history and good sense? The learncd Garnier had 
good rcason not to hesitate to call thCIll ires locuple- 
tið8Ùnos testes in favour of thc orthodoxy of Pope 
IIonoriu
. 3:> nut in the pages of ::\11'. llenouf's pam- 
phlet ,ve havf\ prejudice instead of history, pa

ion in 
the place of good SCllf'C; hence it is that thi:s "'T'iter 
scts no value on the evidence of these three wit- 
nesses. "The evidence," he says, "of the ires 
loclljJletiððÙ1li testes is really that of one lnan, and 
that one all interested and 111endacious ,vitness. 
St. l\1axin1us, when confronted with the authority 
of Pope lIonorius, appeals to the evidence of ..\bbot 
John as having really ,vritten the letter of IIono- 
rius to Sergius, and therefore Leing the best judge 
of its meanll1g. This very lllan ,vas also secre- 
tary to Pope John I\T., and ,vrote a letter in this 
Pope's namc, giving a lying account of tLe contro- 
versy, and eXplaining away the letter of IIonorius."36 
This passage is one tissue of inlpudent assertion, sup- 
preðsion of truth, and blundering error. It is 
heer 
impudence to apply the ternlS "interested and nlen- 
daciouB ,,"itness" and "liar" 37 to the ..A.bbot John, 
a luan ,,,"ho in his o,vn age was held in such high 
esteenl both in "r est and East; it is a piece of inso- 
lence to give the lie to the lCflrnec1 lllartyr St. ::\1axÎ- 
lllUS, ,vl
o thought so highly of the character of the 
35 Garnier S.J. Dissertatio n. aù Librum DiUl'num, D. XL"'\.Ü. cd. 

Iignc cit. p. 153. 
36 The Condemnation of Pope Ronorius, pp. 13, 1 Û. 
37 In his letter to the lVestmÏ1adf 1" If"a:.dte, datcù June 
Oth, 
1\1 f. TIenolû again called .Abbot John an interestcù liar. 
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Abbot John as to call him a lllOst holy lllan (úr,tJ- 
TUTOV). 
1\11'. Renouf is further guilty of suppressing the 
truth. He has, he tells us, "thoroughly Inastered 
the literature of the subject," and lllust therefore 
have read the letter of St. l\Iaxinlus to the priest 

Iarinus. 'VeIl, in that letter the learned martyr, 
" confronted with the authority of Pope Honorins, 
does not merely appeal to the evidence of Abbot 
John," but flùly examines the passage in question. 
He shows, frOll1 the very expressions of Pope Ho- 
norius and the context of his letter, that no l\Iono- 
thelite sense can be given to the doctrine there ex- 
pressed; that Honorins evidently speaks of one will 
in Christ's humanity; and he quotes a passage fronl 
St. Anastasius, who used the like language ,vhen 
writing against Apollinaris. 38 Then, after having 
di
cu
sed tIle Lrue Catholic meaning of lIonorins' 
letter through more than fonr pages, he refers to 
the authority of Abbot Anastasius and Abbot John, 
not in order to prove his thesis, but in order to con- 
firlll it and pnt it Inore beyond dispute. 39 In proof 
of this we rell1ark that St. l\1aximus, before adducing 
those ,vitnesses, openly declared himself fully per- 
suaded that ,vhat he gave ,vas the true sense of the 
pa
age of Honorins, and he does not entertain the 


38 /l-o
o
oux/ (jiJfLcpBsyyófLEl/o
 rrrjj /l-syáÀff ' ABa
arflff rgácpo
rr' rráòe 
xarr
 
 AtïroÀwaploiJ 'iOÜ ÒU (j'(Jsßo uç, &c. Tomus cit. ad l\IarÏ1l1un, 1. c. 
p. 240. 
39 ßsßa/67'SfOV òl. 11.01 rrou'Z"()1I (II()UII) t;TStïro{ 7;'XSII. . . . ' A lIafJ7'á(j'J()ç, 
&c. 1. c. p. 244. 
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least suspicion to the contrary.40 "Thy did 
Ir. 
l:enouf suppress this evidence of the holy Inartyr, 
find lllen tion on1 y the passage taken frOIl1 his dis- 
pute 1vith J}yrrhus? In that dispute the learned 
doctor ,vas satisfied ,,"'ith opposing the authority of 
the holy and learned J Ohll, ,vho had "rritten the 
letter of l-Ionorius, to the interpl'p.tnJlon of Pyrrhus 
and other Byzantine writers who had given it a 
,vrong meaning. 1"hat ,vas at the time sufficient 
for the purpose of St. 
Iaximus, "rho intended to 
confute with the authority of a holy and learned 
man, the actual writer of the letter of IIonorius, the 
llyzantille :\Ionothelites, who had put a fanciful in- 
terpretation, in accordance with their ,vishes, upon 
the ,vords of Honorius. And he attained his end, 
since Pyrrhus, moved by the weight of such a "it- 
ness, confessed the lllistake of his predecessor and 
surrendered. It seems a
 if 
Ir. Ronouf wae pur- 
posely endeavourin
 to conceal this result. In the 
letter, however, addressed to 
1arinus, St. )I:lximus 
eXplained the ,vhole question at length. nut 
Ir. 
nenou
 ,vith a somewhat lax notion of liter[try hon- 
esty, has kept the evidence hidden frolll the eyes 
of his readers. Finally, is it true that Pope John 
or hi::, secretary gave a lying account of the con- 
troversy? It is evidently fal.3e. The AJ}ologia pro 
IIonorio Papa, 1\ì.'itten in the name of John I,r., 
may be divided into t,yO parts: the first points out 
the meaning of the pn::,sn,ge of the letter of IIonorius 


4 0 ", ", ,,,,,,, · 'l ß ' , " 
Xr:J.1 ()öJ':"W f1ÆIJ f')'fJJ'l'é ':"CJIJ 
()tJlI 
X'éJV tJ:;:rJ^al.L r:J.
fJJ, r,:(J.61jÇ CJfI':"Ct 
xaBapbv ù"::-o
la;. 1. C'. 
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which had been lnisrepresented br Pyrrhus; the lat- 
ter demonstrates the opposition ,vhich exists bet,veen 
the doctrine of Honorius and the error of the 1\lono- 
thelites, which is shown to be a disguised Eutychi- 
anism and Severianism. 
It is in this second portion that the ,vriter states 
the true view of the controversy: "Quia enim unaln 
voluntateln dicunt divinitatis Christi et humanitatis, 
et Ullaln simul operationenl, quid aliud nisi quia et 
llnam naturam Christi Dei secundum Eutrchial1am et 
Severianam divisionem operari noscuntur?"41 This 
Apology of Pope John IV., as "re said above, ,vas 
,vTitten when Pyrrhus published an extract from the 
letter of Honorins to Sergius, with the purpose of 
sho,ving that the Pope had taught only one ,vill in 
Christ. The apologist therefore ""as bound to prove, 
first, that IIonorius had not asserted the unity of the 
,,
ill in t.hP cllvinity and hunlauiLy uf Christ, but in 
the humanity alone, ,vhich the 'V ord assulned totally 
free from concupiscence; secondly, that this doctrine 
had nothing to do ,vith the error of the :i\Ionothelites, 
,vho denied any will and active operation in the hu- 
manity of Christ, and necessarily admitted the errors 
of Severus. 
In the t,vo parts of the Apology he handled suc- 
cessively these t,vo points; and it cannot be said 
that in so doing he gave a lying account of the 
controversy. l\Ir. Renouf has fallen into a gross and 
unjustifiable lllistake. l\Ioreover, ho,v can it be said 


41 Apologia pro Honorio Papa. (Labbe, t. vi. p. 1514.) 
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that the evidence of St. 
Iaximus, of Pope ,10hn I ,r., 
and of .A..Lbot John, is really that of one lllan? It 
cannot be 111aintained thfit either the Saint or the 
Pope ".rote in the nallle of the ALbot John, nor 
that they thrc,v upon hÌln the re
ponsibility of their 
a
sertions. Each of then1 pledged his o,vn credit 
in the defencc of Pope IIonorius ,vhich they put 
for,yard. Their language is ahsolute and ,vithout 
rcserye, as bec
une Inen ,yho ,vere thoroughly fa- 
miliar with the ,vhole controversy. It is absurd, 
therefore, to assert that "their evidence is really 
that of one Ulan." But ,ve n1ust not feel surprise 
at the doglllatic manner in ,vhich l\Ir. Renonf dis- 
poses of the external evidence in favour of the ortho- 
doxy of Pope lIonoriu8; he hns nssprtpc1 or sup- 
pressed exactly what Dr. Düllinger in his ,vell-kno,vn 
pamphlet Die Papst Fabeln had ah"eady asserted or 
suppressed. It is not so luuch the English School- 
Inspector as the :\1unich Professor that treats ,vith 

o much conten1pt the eyidence of St. ::\Iaxin1us no 
less than that of Pope John and of the Abbot ,-Tohn; 
that stignlatises the latter as u liar; that regarùs as 
absurd the explanation giyen by Pope John of the 
doctrine of IIonoriu'); that suppresses ,vhat St. )Iaxi- 
mu
 "
rote of IIonorius in his dogillatic treatise 
addres
ed to )Iarinus, a
 ,veil as the conversion 
of l)yrrhu
 find hi
 retractation, cau
cd by the au- 
thoritative eviùence of ....\.bbot t.Tohn, quoted by the 

aintly luartyr; and that speak
 of the triple cyidence 
\\TC have adduceù as being that of one man. 4 :! .:\Ir. 


-12 Döllillger, l)ic Papst Fabcln, p. 134. 
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Renouf indeed tells us that he had not seen the 
Papst Fabeln before he wrote his Condel1znation of 
Pope Honorius; we lllust therefore conclude that 
SOllle great similarity of character exists bet,veen 
the t,vo writers. which has led to their independent 
adoption of the sanle line of argulnent, which derives 
what force it has ,vholly frolll the same baseless 
assertions and unwarrantable suppressions. 
1\11'. Renouf was not content with finding l\Iono- 
theli te tenets in the vexed passage of the letter of 
Honorins, and with casting contenlpt on all those 
who maintained its orthodox interpretation, but he 
also thought he saw in the confession of Honorius 
an identity of idea ,vith the Ecthesis and the 
TY}Jus; and he ,vent so far as to assert that 
"one of the most important parts of the Ecthesis 
is copied verbatÙn from the letter of Honorius. "43 
His friend Dr. Döllinger had said before him that 
the doctrine of IIonorius had giv"en origin to the 
two imperial decrees called the Ecthesis of Hera- 
clius and the Typus of Constans,44 because, as he 
imagined, the letter of Honorius gave the Emperor 
ground to believe that the Roman See would not 
oppose the doctrinal rule of the Ecthesis. This is 
the whole foundation for what 1\11'. Renouf asserts as 
-to the identity of doctrine of the letter of Honorius 
and of the two imperial edicts. But it is a mere 
43 The Condemnation of Pope Honorius, pp.. 14, 15, 23 note. 
44 "Diese dem Sergius und den übrigen Gönnern und Anhän- 
gern des ]UonotheIetismus ,villkolnrnene Lehre' des Honorius fÜhrte 
zu den beiden kaiserIichen Ediktcn, der Ekthesis und denl Typus." 
1. c. p. 133. 
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calumny, ,vhich can be quickly dispelled by simply 
confronting the Pope's letter ,vith the imperial de- 
crees. rrhe Ecthesis oflIerficlius, it cnnnot be denied, 
contains no 1110re crror than ,vhat is insinuated in 
the letter of Sergius to Pope Honorius, and other 
missives of the san1e prelate; but it is in perfect 
contradiction to the doctrine expressed by IIonorius 
in his letters to Sergius. This Pope, fiS ,ve have 
proyed above, clearly taught a t,vofold operation in 
Christ, one belonging to the diyinity, and the other 
to the hun1anity; although the Person of Christ 
being one, the Operator is one. If he speaks of one 
will in Christ, he refers to the humanity, ,vhere 
there cannot be t,vo contrary wills in a state of 
struggle and reluctance. The Ecthesis, on the 
other hand, maintains a doctrine altogether opposite. 
It states that all the operation of Christ, divine and 
IHnnan, must be attributed to the"\V ord Incarnate 
alone, and therefore it did not permit any other pro- 
fession of faith. :i\Ioreover it declares, in conformity 
,,
ith that erroneous find heretical tenet, that, if ,,
e 
confess t,vo operations in Christ, ,ve Inust necessarily 
admit in IIis Person two contrary wills; and hence it 
openly maintains one ,vill only in Christ. 4 .J 
".,. e are not anxious to enlarge on this exposition 
by pointing out the contradictions to be founù in the 


45 Ecthesis Jleraelii, in Cone. Lat. Seer. iii. (Labbe, t. vii. p. 20-1.) 
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Ecthesis, a document in ,vhich the Patriarch Se1'gius, 
its author, sumnled up his errors and made them a 
la,v of the State. All who read this section ,vill 
readily ackno,vledge that ,ve find in that iniquitous 
document tho nlind of Sergius rather than that of 
Honorius. 
Ir. Renou
 ho,vever, is under an obli- 
gation of proving that the most inlportant passages 
of the Ecthesis are taken verbatim froln the letter 
of Honorius. 
Let us pass on to consider the case of the Typus 
of Constans. 
Ir. Renouf assures us that the position 
taken up. in this document is exactly that of Pope 
Honorius, ,vhose authority, he says, it follo,ved. 
This time 
Ir. Renouf chances to be more moderate 
in his language than Dr. Düllinger, ,vho has charged 
Honorius ,vith having gone far beyond the limits 
of the Typus. 46 Nevertheless, both )11'. Renouf and 
Dr. Döllinger agree in this, that Honorius as ,veIl as 
the Typus prohibit the discussion of one or t,yO ,vilis 
and operations. 'Ve, however, maintain, on the other 
side, that their difference concerns what is substantial 
and peculiar to each of them. 
The Typus was the ,york of the 
Ionothelite Pa- 
triarch Paul, successor of Pyrrhus, but it was pub- 
Eshed in the name of the Emperor Constans. This 
prince, ,vith the purpose of furthering his political 
vie,,"'s, usurped a right ,vhich belongs to the supreme 
ecclesiastical authority alone-a right to which the 
civil po,vers are bound to yield respect, and cannot 
control by the po,ver of the sword. Constans, by en- 
46 Die Papst Fabeln, p. 136. 
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forcing the Typus, find substituting it for the Ecthe- 
f'is, Inn-de hilnself n Ino
t powerful in
trulllent of the 
)lonothelite ftlction. The rrypu
, indeed, has an ap- 
pearance of placing the doctrinal clelnent n10re in the 
background, and of aiIning only at putting an end to 
violent disputes, and restoring peace to the Church. 
It does not appear to fayour either .:\Ionothelism 
or Dithelislll; it decides in favour of neither, but 
strictly and under the most heavy penalties forbids 
the holding and defending of either of the two con- 
trary vie,ys of the controversy, and prohibits all fur- 
ther contention on these points. 47 "\\T e need say 
nothing here of the injustice and tyranny of the 
prince ,vho signed and sanctioned that decree. ,\r e 
,viII consider the Typus in its doctrinal purport only, 
and ,vith reference to the :Jlonothelite dognlas. The 
Typus contains the words "operation" and ,,, ,viII" 
(h
;'lSICG, Bf.An(lJCG), in the sense of the physical, in- 
ternal po,ver of nature, and natural active faculty. 
Therefore, by forbidding the profession of t,yO ope- 
rations and ,,
ills in Christ, it not only places a 
Catholic doctrine on the sallle level ,,
ith the heresy 
,vhich adn1its one single operation and will in Christ, 
but it also forbids the subjects of tbe Elllpire to pro- 
fess in our Lord ,vhat is essential to the existence of 
IIis t,vo natures; and consequently it forbiJ
 the 
profession of the faith of Chalcedon and of the dog- 
nlfltical letter of Pope Leo, in which that es
ential 
doctrine is expressly stated. The T ypus, then, be- 
47 See the Typus, in Cone. Lat. Seer. iv. (Labbe, t. vii. p. 237 
srll. ) 
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sides the unchristian indifferentism, ,vhich ,vas the 
root froln ,vhich it sprang, eillbodied a skilful arti- 
fice to check for the tÌ111e being the assertion of the 
Catholic truth, in order to open the ,yay to heresy; 
and this after the solellln condemnation pronounced 
by the Popes Severinus and John I'T. against the er- 
rors of the l\lonothelites. The character, therefore, of 
the Typus was manifestly heretical, and it deserved 
to be stignlatised as blasphelllous and 11l0St im}!ious 
by the Lateran Council under 
fartin I. 
N o,v ,ve ,vould ask 
lr. Renouf and Dr. Döllinger 
to point out to us the place in which Pope IIonorius 
forbade the profession of t,vo wills in Christ. "r e 
,vould remind both of what ,ve have said in the be- 
ginning of this section, namely, that Honorius not 
only never forbade the profession of t,vo operations 
in Christ our Lord, but also declared it to be a 
duty of every Catholic to believe and confess them, 
according to St. Leo's doctrine. We would inforln 
them that when Honorius suggests the expediency of 
refraining from the expression, "one or t,yO opera- 
tions," he did not employ the word "operation," or 
Èvégryelct, in the sense of the internal power of a nature, 
but in the sense of its external acts; ,vhich, if referred 
to the person, may be summed up into one operation, 

s the operator is one; but if referred to the two 
natures, may be said to be t)VO or more operations, 
according to the multiple mode of ,vorking of the 
two natures. Hence he says it is useless to inquire 
whether, on account of the working of Christ's divin- 
ity and humanity, there should be said to be one or 
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t,vo derived operations; for this rea::;on he adds that 
there i
 no cnnon of a Council in the matter, and 
that the Scripture teaches the contrary; and this is 
,vhy he asserts that the expres
ion, "one or t,vo ope- 
ratiollB," is a novelty 'vhich may turn out dangerous 
to the faith. 48 
In the \vhole of this passage, as ,ve have proved 
above, the Pope does not allude to the physical in.. 
ternal operations of Christ, but to the external acts. 
Dr. Düllinger, we have already said, himself acknow- 
ledged what ,ve here state; and it is somewhat re- 
markable that his admiring disciple 1\11". Renouf has 
not profited by his Inaster's lesson, and so escaped 
falling into a lo,,
er depth of blunder than the author 
of the PajJst Faúeln has reached. . 
Let us conclude. The Typus prohibits the con- 
fession of t,vo operations in Christ; Honorins com- 
nlands that they should be confessed and preached. 
1'he Typus speaks of operations (èvsg'ïss
v) in the 
sense of sub
tantial virtue of nature (ov(J'stJònç èv

- 
'ì',Sct) ; Honorius speaks of them in the sense of 
acts, and distinguishes bet,veen the operation peculiar 
to each nature. The Typus prohibits the confession 
of a doctrine of faith ,nth reference both to the t,yO 
natural operations and to the t\""O ,vill
 of Christ; 
llonorius lllerely advises abstinence fron1 forms of 
expression ,,
hich do n.ot belong to the ecclesiastical 
ùogu1a. Does all this sho-\v an identity of tenet, and 
not rather an essential opposition? 
Froln ,,
hat we have said of the orthodoxy of 
48 Epist. i. IIonorii, in Cone. vi. act. Àii. (Lahhe, t. vü. p. 963.) 
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Pope IIonorius, our readers lllar conclude that the 
position of our adversaries is quite untenable; alld 
that there exists such an acclll11ulation of various 
evidence in favour of the Pontiff, that the mainten- 
ance of the opposite vie,v implies a large anlount 
of obstinate prejudice. "T C :shall, ho,,
eYer, he re- 
paid if ,ve institute a still further inquiry as to the 
opinions held by the contelllporaries of Honorins 
regarding the faith of the Pope. ..A..ud first let us 
consider ,vhat "
as the judgment of Sergius, the 
Patriarch of Constantinople. It is undeniable that 
this prelate ,,"as cOllvinced of the thorough orthodoxy 
of Honorius, find of his being in no ,yay inclined to 
the l\1onothelite vie,,-s. Had not this been so, Ser- 
gius ,,"'ould have made a point of circulating the 
letters of HOl1orius throughout the East, ,vhereas he 
"rithdrew thenl as much as possible fronl the know- 
ledge of the public. If it be true that the doctrine 
held by Honorius is really identical ,vith that of the 
Ecthesis, ,vhy did not the ,vriter of that docunlent 
clailn the support of the papal authority, or why '''''a
 
its publication delayed until after the death of the 
very Pope ,,
ho is said to hnye been its patron ?49 But 
,ve need not confine ourselves to negative arguments, 
f
n' the records of the tinle afford us more positiye 
testimonies. Sophronius, Patriarch of Jerusalem, 
and the great leader of the Catholics in the struggle 
against the 
Ionothelite error, lllust have been ac- 


49 IIonorius I. died in 638; the Ecthesis ,vas published in 
639, nearly as soon as the Pope's death "was kno,yn in Constanti- 
nople. 
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quainted ,,
ith the letters and teaching of Pope Hono- 
rinse Yet Sophroniu
, as we havc bècn, sent Stephen, 
Dishop of Dora, to II onorius, to urge upon the Pope 
the necessity of passing a definitive sentence on the 
disputed point
. 'Ve have tluoted alJove the termg 
in ,vhich he 
poke of the Iloillan See, "'v here the 
foundations are laid of the orthodox faith." Kow if 
Sophronius cntertained the least suspicion that Pope 
lIonorius ,vas himself infected ,vith the error, he 
would certainly not have sent to him a solemn en1- 
babsy in order to obtain his definitive judgment in fi 
l11atter of faith. N or must it be thought that any 
different opinion ,vas held by St. )1axilTIus, the suc- 
cessor of Sophronius in the defence of the Catholic 
cause, and heir alike of his doctrine and his zeal. 
The Patriarch Pyrrhus had alread;- spread abroad 
a nlost grievous calulllny against the memory of Ho- 
noriu
. Extracts from his letters were being circu- 
1ated both in the East and in the "... est, and were ex- 
citing suspicions against the faith of that Pope; hence 
)laxilllu
, as the leader of the Catholics against the 
)[onothelitc faction, ,vas bound to Inakc public the 
COllll11011 persuasion with regard to the doctrine and 
orthodoxy of lIonorius. X o,v St. )1axin1us declared 
hilllself the apologist of the Pope ,vhose orthodoxy he 
defended in his dispute ,vith Pyrrhus; he returned to 
the subject in hi:::; dognlatic Tomus to the Prie
t )1ari- 
nus; he insisted on the srune point in the Epistle " ad 
Pctruill illustrem." [n this letter he represented Pope 
IIonorius as not only lUlstained ,,
ith any blelni
h of 
)[onotheli
nl
 but al
o as onc of the zealous Pontiff
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,vho resisted that heresy, and endeavoured to bring 
its author into the path of truth. 50 After }->roof of 
this, the assertion of Dr. Döllinger n1ust seen1 strange 
indeed ,,'"hen he says that, ,vhilst all the "rest, and 
principally ROll1e, arose vigorously to oppose and 
condelnn l\lonothelisln, Pope IIonorius alone sho,ved 
favour to it, and "Tas on this account abandoned by 
all. 51 But if so, ho,v is it that the l{omans, after his 
death, compared hÏ1n ,vith St. Gregory the Great for 
his doctrine as ,veIl as for his virtues; and expressed 
sentilnents of praise and adllliration for hiln in an 
epigraph engraven on his sepulchre ?J2 Had they 
entertained the least doubt of his orthodoxy, nothing 


50 "Quæ hos non rogavit Ecclcsia? quis pius ct orthodoxus non 
supplicavit antistes, ccssare illos a propria hæresi claIuando et 0 b- 
testando 
 Quid auteIll et divinus Honorius, quid vero post ilium 
Severinus senex, quid denique et is qui post hunc extitit sacer 
J oannes 7"- Ex Epist. ad Petrum illustreIu. (Gp. t. ii. ed. 
Iigne, 
1. c. p. 143.) 
51 Die Papst Fabeln, p. 134. 
52 " Pastorem magnum laudis pia præmia lustrant, 
Cui functus Petri hac vice summa tenet; 
Effulget tumulis nam præsul Honorius istis, 
Cujus magnanimum nomen honorque manet. 
Sedis Apostolicæ meritic; nam jura gubcrnans, 
Dispersos revocat, optima lucra refert, 
Utque sagax animo divino in carmine pollens, 
Ad vitam pastor ducere novit oves. 
Histria nam dudum sacro sub schismate fessa, 
Ad statuta patrum teque monente redit . . . 
Quem doctrina potens, quenl sacræ regula vitæ 
Pontificuru pariter sanxit habere decus, 
Sanctiloqui semper in te COlli1nenta nlagistri 
Emicuere tui tanlque fecunùa nimis. 
Nanl Gregorii tanti vestigia justi 
Dum sequeris cupiens et nleritumque geris," &c. 
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of the kind ,vould have been "Titten on his tomb, 
nor ,vould the TIolnans have in1n10rtali
ed with lying 
prai
e the n
llne of a heretic. Lastly, the succe
bor
 
of IIonorius III the chair of St. Peter lent their au- 
thority to confirn1 the high character for orthodoxy 
und virtue ,vhich the public voice gave to IIonorius. 
rfhu
 Pope John IV. testifies to the scandal given to 
all Christendom ,vhen the heretical leader Pyrrhus 
dared to appeal to IIonorius as a supporter of his 
errorB. 53 Pope :\Iartin opening the Lateran Council, 
did not hesitate to assert that his predecessors had 
1110st constantly resisted the !\Ionothelite errors, and 
had endeavoured to bring their fi11thor8 into the path 
of truth. 54 To speak thus of his predecessors with- 
out exception or rnnitation lvould have been impos- 
sible, had he believed that Honorius betrayed the 
Catholic truth; especially seeing that Pyrrhus had 
already charged IIonorius with )Ionothelism, and that 
his successor Paul, in his letter to Pope Theodore, 
had appealed to Honorius as a ,vitness in favour of 
the same heresy. 55 Under these circUlnstances the 
declaration of Pope J\fartin was designed to dissipate 


53 .Apologia pro Honorio. (Labbe, t. vi. p. 1514.) 
54 In Cone. Lat. Seer. i. (Labbe, t. vii. p. 9-1.) "Iùeoque in 
scripto vel sine scripto orthodoxorulll preces minÏ1ne despiciclltes 
Apostolicæ mcmoriæ nostri <.leccssores non dcstiterunt prædictis viTis 
diversis ternporihus consultissime scribentes et tam rogantes, quam- 
que rebTl
laritcr increpantes, necnan per apocrisiarios suos: ut dic- 
tUIU cst, per hoc 1UtlximO destinatos præsentialitcr admonentes et 
contestantes quatcllus propriulll clllclltlal'Cnt novitatis commentum, 
atque catholic am fiùenl catholicæ ecclcsiæ remearent." 
55 Epist. Patr. Pauli ad Theodorulll, in Conc. Lat. Seer. iy. 
(Labbe, 1. c. p. 233.) 
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nIl doubt regarding the orthodoxy of Honorius. I-lis 
general assertion, considering the tillle in ,vhich it ,vas 
Inade, is equivalent to ,vhat St. 
Iaximus advanced in 
favour of Honorius in his Epistle" ad Petrlun illus- 
trelll." Pope Agatho also sho,vs hÏ1nself equally con- 
vinced of the orthodoxy of Elonorius. In his dognlatic 
letter addressed to the Emperor Pogonatus, ,vhich "
as 
read in the Sixth Synod, he testified to the solicitude 
of all his predecessors in repressing the new heresy, 
and he mentions especially their suggesting silence to 
the partisans of error. 56 By these ,vords he undoubt- 
edly referred to IIonorius; and although he did not 
say whether the econolllY adopted by IIonorius had 
been ,veil-advised and calculated to attain its end, 

ret it is lllldelliable that he gave the lllOst favourable 
evidence of the orthodox)T of that Pope. IIacl he felt 
any misgivings on that score, he could not have classed 
IIonorius ,vith John IV., Theodore, and 
Iartin I., 
as one of those "rho opposed )Ionothelisnl; he could 
not have said that Honorius by his policy of silence 
intended to check the l\1onothelite heresy, had he 
thought hinl a ::\Ionothelite. So then, the orthodoxy 
of Pope IIonorius was publicly and repeatedly testi- 
fied to by all his contemporaries till the very opening 
-of the Sixth Council. Throughout that interval no 


56 "Unde et Apostolicæ memoriæ meæ parvitatis prædecessores, 
dominicis doctrinis instructi . . . . . . llunq uam noglexorunt eos 
(
Ionothelitas) hortari atque obsecrando commonere, llt a pravi 
dognlatis hæretico errore, saltem taccndo desisterent." Epist. Aga- . 
thonis Papæ ad Constantinunl, in act. iv. conc. vi. (Labbe, t. vii. 
p. 663.) 
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onr Catholic called it in question, ,,'"hile it ,vas ex- 
pressly defenùed against the attacks of Pyrrhus and 
Paul by the principal leaders and lllartyrs of the 
orthodox party, and the l)opes, "rho \vere 1110st ener- 
getic in thcir opposition to the heresy. 
'Ve nlust here notice a difficulty raised by 
Ir. 
l
enouf. " 
rhc fact," he says, "that Pope l\Iartin 1. 
aud the Lateran Council heard I [onorius quoted in 
a 'dognlfttic letter' as fin authority for 
Ionothelisn1 
"rithout any contradiction being offered, is a sure sign 
that his cause was no longer held to be defensible."57 
The salllC ren1ark had been made also by Dr. Döllin- 
gel', ,vho seen1S desirous of suggesting some charge of 
injustice against the Lateran Council. 58 'Ve must, 
hawever, confess that Dr. Döllinger in his way of 
putting the point ",vas son1e,,
hat more honest than 
)11'. nenouf. First, this last-nnn1ed writer mentions a 
"dognlatic letter," in which lIonorius is quoted as 
an authority for 3lonothelis1l1. Allusion is here made 
to the letter of the J}atriarch Paul, the author of the 
Typus; but "'"e do not kno,v any ground for assert- 
ing that thiH letter was ever called "doglnatic" by the 
Lateran Council. Certainly the Bishops who required 
it to be read called it sÌInply" letter" (è7tI(jtz'OÀ1;V). 
Pope )1artin ordered to be reaà " the letter of Paul" 
(epistoltul1 l)auli). "fheopbylact, the prothonotary 
of thr Apostolic See, declared that he had in his 
hands the" letter of I>aul. H rrhe lettcr itself bears no 
other title than" letter of Paul of Constantinople to 


5i The Condenlnation of Pope I[onorius, p. 17. 
:,8 Dio Papst .Faheln, pp. 131-136. 
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Pope Theodore."59 The Bishop Deusdedit, spenking 
of the document, called it a " letter ."GO The epithet 
"dogmatic" does not appear nnywhere. Again, 
Ir. 
Renouf does not tell us that the "dogu1atic" letter in 
which Honorins is quoted as all authority for 
Iono- 
thclism, is the letter of a l\Ionothelite TIishop, the 
author of the Typus, ,,
ho, like Pyrrhus, calumni- 
ated that Pope. Thirdly, he does not notice (nor 
does Dr. Döllinge1") that in the letter quoted the 
Patriarch Paul not only appeals to Honorius but also 
to St. Gregory N azianzen, to St. Athanasius, to St. 
Cyril of Alexandria, and in short to all the Fathers 
and Doctors of the Church, as partisans of the l\Iono- 
thelite vie,v. 61 Ko,v we may retort the argument 
against :111". Renouf in this n1anner. The Fathers of 
the Lateran Council heard without any contrnc1iction 
the names of St. Gregory, St. Cyril, St. Athanflsius, 
and the rest, quoted as authorities for 
Ionothelisn1, 
and yet no one believes this to be a sure sign that 
the cause of these holy Doctors was no longer held to 
be defensible: in the same manner then in the case of 
IIonorius. This is not all: there is unother argument 
,vhich may help to show the rashness of the inference 
so confidently drawn by Dr. Döllinger, and adopted 
with equal confidence by his pupil. Pope l\Iartin 
beyond doubt well knew ,,
hat the Byzantine Patri- 
arch Patù had written against IIonorius in his letter to 
Pope Theodore, and on this account, as ,ve said above, 


59 C L t S .. T '> ') r- 
onc. a. eCl. 1\. p. -,.;J j seq. 
60 lb. p. 235. 
m In Cone. Lat. Secr. iv. (Labbe, vii. p. 233.) 
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after the opening of the Council, he made a solemn 
declaration in favour of all his predece
sor
, in order 
to r
ject beforehand the infamous charge of the )Iono- 
thelite champion. )1oreover, the Pope with all the 
Synod conden1ned Paul and his letter, but no one 
thought it necessary to nlention the name of Iiono- 
rius. This arglunent ,viII gain still more strength if 
,ve remark that Pope l\1artin, after the opening of 
the Synod, explicitly declared that it ,vas his intention 
and that of the whole Council to di
cover and bring 
to light all the authors of the l\1onothelite heresy.62 
He mentions the four Patriarchs, Sergius, Cyrus, 
Pyrrhus, and Paul, but he does not use a word 
directed against Honorius. In the course of the 
Council itself many Libelli were read, all concerning 
the )Ionothelite controversy. ".... e may consult those 
of Stephen of Dora frOlll Palestine ;63 of the l\1onks 
and Abbots of Africa, of Palestine and Armenia ;64 of 
'Tictor Bishop of Carthage ;65 of Sergius of Cyprus ;66 
of ::\raurus of Rayenna ;G"i the Synodical Letters of the 
Councils of N ulllidia, of" 
Iauritania, and of TIyza- 
cene. 68 In all these Libelli and Synodical Letters 
the Roman See is spoken of as the foundation of 
faith, as the teacher of truth, as the centre of Catholic 
doctrine :69 in all of them the four Patriarchs are 


G2 Conc. Lat. Seer. i. (Labbe, 1. c. p. 8G.) "Oportet eos in 
aperto fieri manifestos." 
63 COllC. Lat. Seer. ii. (Labbe, 1. c. p. lOG.) 
G-l D). (Labbe, 1. c. p. 117.) 65 lb. p. 135 scq. 
û6 lb. p. l
j seq. 6. TI). p. 130 scq. lö8 lb. PlJ. 131, 142. 
ø lb. pp. 10
, 118, 13D, &e. 



80 


The Si.J:th Synod and the 


unanimously denounced, together ,vith other parti- 
sans and prollloters of the ne,v heresy. But we find 
no allusion, direct or indirect, to Pope IIonorius. 
This 01l1ission cannot be eXplained except by sup- 
posing that no one considered the doctrine of 1Iono- 
rius deserving of such denunciation. 'Ve lllUst not, 
then, follo,v 1\11'. Renouf in believing that at the till1e 
of the Lateran Council the cause of Honorius ,vas 
held to be no longer defensible; on the contrary, it 
"
as then considered that no plausible ground could 
be found for any charge of heresy against him. 


IV. 
The Sit-rtll Synod and the Condelnnation of Pore 
IIonorius. 
The Eastern Church had been kept continually 
in a state of terrible confusion for about sixty years 
by the l\Iollothelite faction (622-680); and the in1pe- 
rial po,ver, 'v hich had been led by considerations of 
worldly interest to abet the heresy, had reaped the 
..natural fruit of its rebellion against the Church in 
domestic strife and interior weakness. The Ecthe- 
sis of the Patriarch Sergius, published by the Em- 
peror Heraclius, had increased the general confusion; 
and the Typus of the Patriarch Paul, to which the 
Emperor Constans gave the force of all imperial la,v, 
had failed to restore cahn and concord in the pro- 
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Vlnces of the East: both these docun1ents, the Ec- 
thpsis nnd the Typus, by favouring 
Ionothelisrn, 
had rendered the state of affairs 1110re ùe
pcrate than 
ever, and spread still further the illtern[ll cancer ,vhich 
had for so long a tinle been corroding the vital organs 
of the l
yzantine Elnpire. In fact, ,vhilst the Eln- 
perors anù their l)atriarchs ""ere attacking Catholic 
doctrine and abetting schisln, the Greek provinces 
,vere being torn froln the unity of the En1pire; and 
no,v the Enlperors, ,vho had put forth all their zeftl 
against the supporters of the Catholic dogma, proyed 
po,verless to resist the enelnies of their people. The 
Popes on their side had spared no 111eanS in order to 
recall the erring factions back to the path of faith 
and unity. l"hey had repeatedly condelnned the Ec- 
thesis and the Typus, as ,veIl as the authors of the 
)1ollothelite heresies. ..After n1any provincial Synods 
had been fruitle

ly held at Iiome against the new 
error, l\Iartin I. sunnlloned a Universal Council in the 
Lateran Palace (654), ,vhere, at the head of 105 
Bishops, he :llulthenlatised the errors of 11onothelisln 
,vith thcir authors, and forlllally defined the doctrine 
deliyered by Catholic tradition as a rule of faith, thus 
binding the conscience of the ,,
hole Christian world. 
l'he i.tuthority attributed in the Church to this Synod 
,vas so great, that it \yas ill
erted after the four pre- 
vious General Councils in the rontifical Profe
sion of 
Faith. 1 But it:::; dognuttic decrees ,vere far from being 
receivcd by the Eluperor Constans ,vith faith and 


1 Liber Dinrnus HOlnani PP. c. ii. tit. 9, in iii. Prof. fidei. 
(:\Iignc, pro LL. t. ev. p. 58.) 


G 
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obedience; on the contrary, they increased his hos- 
tility to the Catholic doctrine, and gave rise to a 
confusion greater than any previous. The records 
of history tell us of the sufferings of the illustrious 
Pontiff ::\Iartin; of the great chalnpion of the faith 
l\IaxÍ1nus, ,vith his t,,
o disciples both named Atha- 
11nsius; and of the other glorious martyrs ,vho at that 
time received their cro,,"'ns at the hands of the impe- 
rial heretic. The blood of those heroic confessors 
secured the rapid triun1ph of the faith. Shortly after 
their glorious martyrdom Constans received the re- 
compense of his crilnes in a miserable death, 2 and the 
state of the Eastern Church underwent a cOlnplete 
change. Constantine Pogonatus, a prince nurtured 
in Catholic principles, took the helm of the Empire, 
and without delay applied to the See of Rome for 
the restoration of Catholic union in the Oriental 
Church. lIe addressed a letter to Pope Donus, re- 
questing him to send legates to Constantinople, in 
order to put an end to the 
Ionothelite controversy 
and restore peace to the Empire. But when the 
imperial letters arrived at Rome, Pope Agatho had 
already succeeded Donus. Agatho received the pro- 
posal of the Emperor with favour, and accordingly in 
_680 he assen1bled a Council of 125 Bishops at Rome, 
with the purpose of choosing his legates and of set- 
tling the points of fhith to be solemnly decreed in 
the illcumenical Synod. Then by the authority of 
the Pope the Sixth General Council was opened at 


2 Cedrenus, Rist. Compo t. i. 1). 763. ed. Bonn. Rist. l\Iiscella. 
1. xix. p. 1052. (PP. LL. l\Iigne, t. xcv.) 
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Constnntinople on thp 7th dny of Xovemùer in the 
) ear G80. The Elnperor Con::;trrntine in this Synod 
hl\lLl the pre
i<lency of honour, and Fat in the centre 
of the rr
scnlbly, rr
 the great Con
tantine had done at 
Xica
a. I3ut it ,,
ould be 1110St "\'
rollg to think that 
h
 held the presidency of jurisdiction and by right. 
\\T e should he surpri
ecl to hear 
1r. Rellouf avow 
Finch an opinion; hut if he does not hold it, we do not 
unùerstand why he is so nnxiou
 to inforul U
 that 
"the Elllperor presided in all th
 Sessions at ,,
hich he 
"
a
 pre
ent;" and. "that he had his "
ay in all 
hings 
"\yhen present ;" that during his absence he ",vas repre- 
spnted by t,vo patricians and t,vo ex-con
nls, and that 
,.. Dishops were very small per
ons indeed."3 .A..nd 
again, that "the legates of the Pope and of the See 
of tJ ern
aleln 
at on the left of the Emperor, the 
PtLtriarchs of Constantinople and Antioch, &c. on the 
right."4 
We are thankful to 1\11'. TIenouf for this valuable 
information, for ,vhich he has kindly found room in 
his notaLle t,venty-
ix pnges ngain
t Pope llonorius. 
J
ut if he thinks that the Legates of the Pope did not 
really preside in the Council, becau
e they sat on the 
left of the En1peror, he is grossly deceived. This 
fal
e in1pression ,viiI be at once di
pelled if we lnerely 
look at the list of the Rignaturcs of the Inelnbers of 
the Council appended to the definition of faith and 
to the Pro
phonetic Letter sent to the Elnpcror. In 
both theðc docun1ellts the n:unes of the 1 )ontifical 
Legates are the fir
t in the li
t, preceding even the 
3 The CondClunation of Pope IIonol'ins, pr. 
, 10. 4 1. c. p. 
. 
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names of all the Eastern Patriarchs. On the other 
hand, the name of the Emperor is ,vritten in the for- 
mula of faith below those of all the Bishops; and by 
his signature he only expresses his consent to the de- 
cree, ,vithout the least sho,v of authority in sanction- 
lllg a definition offaith. 5 But the Bishops declare that 
they sign the formula of faith defining it; and the 
Legates signed in the name of Pope Agatho, whose 
authority they represented. 6 Therefore the presi- 
dency of the Emperor was merely honorary, ,vithout 
any indication of po,ver or jurisdiction. Constantine 
Pogonatus could not forget the traditions of the Em- 
pire. I-lis predecessors had openly declared, that if 
they attended the general assembly of the Bishops, 
they did it, not in order to display any authority of 
their o,Vll in ecclesiastical matters, but ,vith the pur- 
pose of shielding the authority of the Fathers ,vith 
that of the Empire. 7 If he, like his predecessors, 
lllisled by the example of Constantine I., thought it 
his right to occupy the first place in the general 
synods, neither he nor they harboured the idea of 
having jurisdiction over them as presidents. It is 
true that the ,vriter of the history of the Sixth 
Synod, by the expression '7rgOx'Ct
1][J;5110U K(l1l1lTTCtYTíyou 
-lnay seeln to mean "under the presidency of Con- 


5 Conc. Constant. iü. act. xviii. (Labbe, t. m. pp. 1063 seq., 
1094 seq.) à vSYVClJ/-LEli xu; 6U'I'fJ Vf.rfap/i.'J (p. 1080). 
6 ., ., _ t. "" ' A I" ., _ L 
opl6ar; u':':'E.yga-'f'u, . . 7'(JV 7'0':':'0'1 Er,;'EXClJV yatfCIJVOr; . . . u':'tE.')'pa-'f'a. 
7 See in especial lllallner Allocutio J\Iarciani IU1P, in act. iv. 
COllC. Chalced. (Labbe, t. iv. p. 1476.) His w.ords are quoted by 
Gratian in his DecretU1l1, p. i. ùist. xcvi. can. ii. 
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stantine ;"8 but 'TgoxaOlçs,lI does not mean properly 
"to preside," but Sll11ply "to sit dO'Vll before," or 
"in front" -" to sit in public." In fact, in the 
t\velfth, thirteenth, and fourteenth se
sions of the 

flnll' Council, when the Empcror was absent, the 
saIne ,vord is referred to his seat;9 and of cour:se 
the seat does not preside, though it ,vas placed in 
an honourable position. Therefore in the fifteenth 
session the "Triter, ,vhen speaking of the imperial 
seat during the absence of Constantine, uses the 
,vord W'goTeBu(JJslIou. 10 
But it is idle to insist further upon a subject 
which we believe we have already made clear enough. 
1Ylth regard to the left side of the Emperor being 
appointed for the Papal Legates, l\Ir. llenouf is, as 
usual, at filult: it is "
ell kno,vn that in those tÌ1nes 
the left side ,,"as regarded as the lllorc honourable. 
According to the ancient Ordo R0711 anus, in public 
ecclesiastical aßselllblies the Bishops ,vere to sit on 
the left, and the priests on the right. ll 

\ more iUlportant question no, v delnands an 
ans,yer, the solution of ,vhich ,,
ill cast great light 
on the subject in hand. Pope .L\.gatho, after the 
council held at nome, sent his Legates to the illcu- 
n1cnical S:ynod a
::;elllbled in Con
talltinople. ""That 
character ,,-ere these Legates Jneallt to represent in 
that :l '-''-'eluLI y? In other ,vord
, ,,-ere they 
ellt by 
8 Cone. Constantinop. iii. aet. i. (Labbe, t. vii. p. (28), &e. 
9 L'1.hbe, L e. pp. 942, 972, 1005. 
poxaB1if.lJivo:J ':"ou tJEßat1fJJlwrá- 
':"otJ 
É.t1(fo:J, (
e. 10 La1)be, 1. c. p. 1025. 
11 See Leo Allatius De perpctua Conscnsione Eecl. Oce. et 
Oricnt. 1. i. e. vi. 
 v. vi. Coloniæ, p. !)4 scq. 
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the TIonlall Pontiff in order to learn from the Fathers 
of Constantinople ,vhat doctrine of faith was to be 
believed? or to enforce the definitions of the .L\pos- 
tolic See, find to procure the solelnn confirmation of 
them by the la,vful subulission of the illcumenical 
SynoJ? For believers in j>apal Infallibility there 
can be no doubt on this question; and it were to be 
wished that all Catholics agreed ,vith us in seeing 
that the nlission entrusted to the Legates IDllst have 
been of the latter nature. The predecessors of Agatho 
had repeatedly condemned )1onothelisln, and had all- 
athematised its supporters. In particular 
Iartin I. 
had already in the Lateran Council defineJ in the 
most solenln manner the Catholic teaching concern- 
. ing the t,vo ,vilIs and operations in Christ, and had 
published his decrees as the standard of faith. To 
send Papal Legates to the æcu111enical Council in 
order to di
cuss ane,v points of faith ,vhich had been 
already settled, with the intention that they should 
alter their yie,vs, if necessary, according to the ne,v 
researches to be made in the Council, would have 
been nothing short of denying Papal Infallibility, by 
reducing the Universal Doctor of the Church to the 
rank of any other 13ishop, and allowing his solemn 
- judgments of faith to be examined and reforuled. 
But Pope Agatho, like all his predecessors, although 
he lived si
 centuries before the complete separation 
of the East from the 'Vest, and ten before the rise 
of the school of Suarez and Zaccaria, had the firln 
consciousness of his. o,vn infallibility, which he re- 
garded as a doctrine of the ,vhole Catholic Church. 
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Consequently he sent his Legates with rigorous or- 
ders that they 
hould only explain and enforce in the 
council the traditional Joctrine of his .Ltpostolic See, 
as it had been laid do,vn by hi:s o,vn predeccssors. ll 
Their n1i
sion ",VflS not to discuss or exalnine, as 
if the matter ""ere doubtful and uncertain, but to 
set before all in a brief manner the certain and un- 
changeablc doctrine of the 110man See. 12 Pope ..Aga- 
tho gives a reason for these lllstructions, and this is 
the 'l'nfallibility which had been divinely conferred on 
the See of Peter. Therefore he openly asserts that 
through that supernatural gift his See had al,vays 
been exempt frOln any error ,,
hatever. On this ac- 
count he declares than all ,vho ,vish to savê their 
souls must unanilnou
ly profess the forlnula of faith 
,vhich rests on the apostolic tradition of Peter, who 
is the foundation of the Church. 13 Consistently with 
thi
, hc denounces in thc scverest terms all ,,
ho 
reject this for nl1d a, as guilty of a betrayal of the 
faith, and as deserving a rigorous judgment at the 
tribunal of Christ. 14 lIe judges all to be enemies of 


11 "Ut nihil præsumant augere, minuere, velnnltare, sed tra- 
ditionem hujus Apostolicæ Sedis, ut a prædecessorihus l\postolicis 
l)ontificilms in
tituta est, sinceriter enarral'e." Epist. Agathollis 
Papæ at! Con
t. l>ogonat.. Inlp. in act. iy. Conc. Const. iii. (Lahbe, 
t. vii. p. 63:>.) 
12 "K on tmnen tanlqnmn de inccrtis contendere, sed ut certa. 
atque Ï1nIDutabilia COlllpclldiosa dcfinitione profcrre." Epist. ...\gath. 
l>apa
 ct Syn. I
OIll. a<l SYllodum I::)extam, in act. iv. conc. vi. 
(Labbe, 1. c. p. 71-1.) 
13 "Quro (Ecclesia :Rom.) cjus (Petri ..Apostoli) gratia et præsidio 
ah omni errore illibata pennanet," &c. Epist. Agath. ad Const. 
IUlp. 1. c. (Lahbe, 1. c. p. 698.) 
14 Epist. Agath. cit. I. c. (Lal)be, 1. c. p. 703.) 


. 
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the Catholic and Apostolic confession, and subject 
to perpetual condelnnation, "rho shall refuse to teach 
the doctrine 1vhich he propounds ;15 and over and 
over again he refers to the infallibility of the Apos- 
tolic See as to a. pledge and justification of his utter- 
ance. He declares that all the orthodox Fathers 
and all the General Councils had always venerated 
the teaching of the Roman See, and entirely and 
faithfully adhered to it; that it had been calulnmated 
and persecuted by none but heretics. 16 He solemnly 
asserts that it had never at any tin1e declined from 
the straight path of truth, but that it had al,,
ays 
been preserved frol11 error since the ...\ postles placed 
in it the deposit of revealed doctrine; and that it 
sholùd al,vays so last till the cnd of tÌ1ne, pure and 
imlnaculate in its teaching. He alleges in proof of 
this the promise Inade by DUl' Lord to Peter, that 
his faith should never fail. 17 Such is the language 
with "hich Pope Agatho and his Synod addressed 
the Emperor and the Sixth Council. The ROlllan 
Pontiff does not expect from the latter a new defÌni- 
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15 Epist. Synod. Agath. cit. 1. c. (Labbe, 1. c. p. 715.) 
16 Epist. .Agath. ad Const. 1. c. (Labbe, 1. c. p. 659.) 
17 "Quæ (Ecclesia ROln.) ejus (Petri) annitente præsidio nUll- 
...quam a via veritatis in qualibet erroris parte deflexa est." (Labbe, 
1. c. p. 659.) (( Quro (Ecclesia Rom.) per Dei Omnipotentis gratiam 
a tramite Apostolicæ traditionis nlmqnam errasse probabitur, nee 
hæreticis novitatibus depravata succubuit, sed ut ab exordio fidei 
Christianæ percepit ab auctoribus suis Apostolorll1ll Christi Princi- 
pibus illibata fine tenus permanet, secundunl ipsius Domini Salva- 
toris divinam pollicitationem, quam sHorum discipulorum Prineipi 
in sacris evangeliis fatus est; Petre, Petre inquiens," &c. (Luc. 
:xxii. 31, 32.) lb. (Labbe, I. c. p. 662.) 



CondenZll lion of Pope lIonori1.l8. sa 
tion of :f:"lith. lIe point
 ant to the Bishops that they 
sh<?uld belieye and profess, and confirm hy their de- 
crees, the traditional infallihle doctrine of the Roman 

ec, ,yhich all hi
 predccessorb had al \\
ays taught. 
Thc langnage of l)ope _\gatho is worthy of a 
SUCCCb::,or of St. ] )eter, but it in no ,,
ise differed frolll 
that ,,
hich the Homan Pontiffs used in other times 
on such occasions. If "'"c refid with attcntion the 
letters of Pope Agatho to the Emperor and to the 
Sixth Synod, and c01l1pare thenl ,yith the time and 
the circuIll
tHnces in ",vhich they 'v ere ,vritten, ,ve 
shall be forced to conclude that they forlll a SUlll- 
rnary treatise on the snprcllle infallible authority of 
the ....\postolic Sce, considered in its principlcs and in 
its practical application. The Oriental Church had 
fallen into schislll because it had allowed itself to 
bc led astray by the 8ubtlcties of the :\Ionothelite 
teachers, anti had refu
ed to li
ten to the infallible 
voice of the I
oman Pontiffs. X o'v it looked for 
reconciliation and unity from a U niyersal Council. 
Pope l\.gatho, in his t,,
o letter
, points out the "
ay 
to reconciliation and unity. I Ie 
ets before theln the 
forllluia of Catholic faith, ,vhich is the fornlula of the 
j. \ po
tolic ::\Ingisteriulll of the l{olnnn See; Hud he 
infornl
 then1 they n1ust believe and confes
 it, and, 
on the other hand, condemll and rcject eycry dognltt 
contrary to it. 
hould they refu
c to 
nbmit to this 
rule of faith, they ,vould be in error., in 
chi::;ln, and 
reprolnltion. Dut he could not Ï1npo
e a forn1ula of 
faith to be believed and confeb
ed unle
ò::) his )InO'i
- 
(ï 
tcrinm "'"a
 uniYer
ally ê.\ckno,,"'ledged as infallible. 
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Therefore he repeatedly insists on that capital point 
of doctrine. lIe declares that the Ronlan See has 
never erred, and that it neyer shall err. lIe con- 
firlTIS and explains his at'scrtion by rcferring to the 
prolllises of Christ, to the exanlple of all the Fathers 
and Doctors of the Church, and of the illclullenical 
Synods theulselves, which had al"'
ays received frOlll 
Rome the parac1igln of the doctrine they "
ere to 
define. At the same tilne, as supreme and infallible 
Doctor in the Church, he not only proposes the 
Catholic forilluia of faith ,vith regard to the t,vo 
wills and operations in Christ, but he also exposes 
the errors of ::\Ionothelisln, and, by dra,ving out the 
traditional doctrine of all the Fathers, he sho,vs the 
fallacies of the heretics, and affords new weapons for 
their demolition. Thus we see that the doctrine of 
the Infallibilit
r of the Roman See is far frolll being 
artfully. inserted in the Letters of Pope Agatho, as 
Dr. Düllinger has iluagined. 18 This doctrine is ,voven 
into their very substance; it is the groundwork of 
their ",
hole argument. If "
e lllake abstraction for 
a lnoment fronl that teaching, the whole drift of the 
two letters is pointless and llleaningiess. How could 
Agatho proclainl an illcun1cnical Council to be in 
- error and reprobation, should it decline to receive at 
his hands the doctrine of faith, had he not been in- 
fallible,-had not the doctrine of Papal infallibility 
been a traditional doglna in the universal Church? 
And no,v let us see ho,v the assenlbled Fathers 
received his t,,
o letters. Did they lift up their 
IS 0 . 13 - 
p. cIt. p. , . 
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voice in protest ap:ainst the fUlldaTI1rntal doctrine of 
infitllihility ,,
hich .L\.gatho attrihuted to hi:-; See, and 
"rhich he re
ted on thc pron1Ìse
 of Chrifo't } Iin1- 
self ? ""'"as objection rai
ed to the lnagisterial tonc 
of the lettcr
 addre

eJ to an (Eclunenical Council? 
'That large nnd influential aS3clubly of ni:-thop
 not 
only fonnd nothing to cell
nre in the letters of the 
Pope, but it recciycd thelll as a ,,
hole and in all 
their parts a
 if they had been "
ritten by St. })eter, 
or rather by God I-liln
èlf. The Fathcrs tcstified to 
their adn1itting the infallible and divine authority 
of the letters in thc eighth ses
ion, as ,veIl as in the 
Srnodical Lettcr nc1dressed to Agatho; and in the 
})rosphonetic Letter sent to the Emperor 19 they re- 
garded then1 n:s n rule of faith. K 0 
ooner did n. 
suspicion ari
e that four Di::-hops nnd t"o lnonks 
refused to adhere to theIn, than the Council ordered 
thenl to give an explanation of their faith in "
riting 
and on oath. They sub1l1itted, and solcllllllyaffirmed 
that they. accepted ,yithout reserve all the bead:s of 
doctrine containcd in the letters. 2o ...\gain, ::\Iacarius, 


19 C C t ... t ... (L bb t .. ,.. GO ) .. .... 
onc. ons. 111. ac . '"Ill. a e, . Vll. p. I . w; EX 'rOU 
IT ' .... · A ,. ", Ò " ....." 
VEiJ/UX':'O; 'rot) ,/GU ur-:-arOpWttEUJa; la (J':'o
aToç TOt) a/lOU 
al xopu- 
, "", A ',\ IT . , Ò ' .... Ò ' .... A' 
cpalOU ,:"c,JV ljÕO(J':"(;r.
V E!:-eOU, xal la ':'O
J aX':"'UAOU 'l"OU ljÕOOAE'VVEV'l"O; 
. 
 /... 
, , , \ '1\ ' Ò ' , , 
'l'gur,f.1JaXapIOu t:":'a<;;a 
 yavwvo; yga
Ela; fXO/Lal, xal 

glt7'':'''U(J(JO/Lal. 
Epi
t. Synod. ad .Agathnnt'lu PapaIn, in act. xviii. (1.ahbe, 1. c. p. 
11 () q ) ., ,." '" , ""' ' ì " /I 
" a<;;Ep xal w; ut;;'o ':'7'j; Xfjp',)
ala; ':"WII .\';,;"OlT
(; .wv UXgCi':"'1j':"O; VeOAO- 
'ì1jB
\lTa y,vrlJ(fXfJ/L EII. Scrnlo rro
phOllPticn
 ad Cnnstantinunl jal11 
in act. xyiii. (Labbe; 1. c. p. 1089.) xaJ ò/ ' A,dBwvoç Õ ITi'l";o; 
.p- 
ðÉ.rYE'rO. 
20 ('onc. Const. iii. act. x. (Lahbe, 1. c. p. 873 .sqq.) In the for- 
mula presented to the Synod they declared that they adhered sinlply 
and without rCSl'r\
e to all the heads (Jf Pope .Agatho's letter. 
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Patriarch of Antioch, ,vas, by sentence of the Coun- 
cil, deposed fron1 hi
 dignity find expelled from the 
Synod, because he refused to adhere to the letters 
of Agatho. 21 
The sinlple truth is, that SOlne of the strongest 
proofs of Papal Infallibility are found in the acts of 
this Sixth General Council; so that ,ve nlay be sure 
that the objection founded by our adversaries upon 
the condemnation of Pope Honorins has no solid 
basis. In order that this objection should have real 
,veight, it lTIUst be sho,vn that the Council condemned 
Honorius as having taught heresy e.v catltedrlÎ; but 
not only is it impossible to give any proof of this, 
but the contrary nlay be proved to denlonstration. 
To maintain that the Council condemned IIonorius 
on account of heretical teaching ex cathedrâ, is in 
reality to assert that Pope Agatho and the Synod 
itself ,vere guilty of the 1110st glaring self-contradic- 
tion. 1\lr. llenouf adlnits that "the papal legates, 
who ,vere strictly tied by their instructions, must 
have had Pope Agatho's consent to the condemna- 
tion of Honorius." But since there is no trace in 
his letters of his having given such consent, )lr. 
_ TIenouf concludes that they must haye had secret 
instructions. 22 So, according to 
Ir. Renouf; Pope 
Agatho lTIUSt have on the one hand solen1n]y taught 
in his letters to the Emperors and to the Synod, that 
his predecessors had never erred, nor could be led 
into error, founded as they were on the solid rock of 


21 Conc. Const. iii. act. viii. (Labbe, 1. c. p. 768.) 
22 The Condelllnation of Pope IIonorius, p. 17. 
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the divine prolnises, ,vhile on the other hand he gave 
secret instructions to his legates to condemn llono- 
riu
 precisely for haying taught heresy ex cathedri't! 
".,. auld not such conduct have contained at one and 
the same time the folly of self-contradiction and the 
shame of di;:,honesty? ,,-rith regard to the Council, 
it had repeatedly ackno,vledged all the heads of 
doctrine mentioned in Pope ..A..gatho's letter. By 
adhering to it the Synod had professed that none of 
the predecessors of Agatho had ever erred, being 
founded on the rock of Peter, and deriving security 
froln the proillises of Christ; Ì1l1plicitly, therefore, it 
had made a solenln profe

ion that Honorius, being a 
I
ope, had not taught any heresy e..v cathedrll. IIo,v 
could it, then, at that yery tilne, condemn hin1 as 
haying taught heresy to the universal Church? Es- 
pecially as eyen after the condemnation of Honorius 
the Fathers show that they had not forgotten the doc- 
trine to ,vhich they gave their adherence by adopting 
l
ope Agatho's letter. In the Synodical .Address in 
,vhich they inform the Pope of all the proceedings 
of the Counci1, and in particlùar of the conden1nation 
of the heretics and of 1 [onorius himself, they solenlnly 
acknO"\yledge the authority of the }
apal letters, as if 
they were ,vritten by the .L\..postle Peter hiInself; and 
on this account they leave it to the l)opc to decide 
,vhat is to be donc in defence of the faith, because, 
they say, he re
ts on the firIn rock of faith. 23 In the 
Prosphollctic Letter to the Elnperor Constantine they 


23 Litterro sextæ Synolli all 
\gathonCln Papmn, act. xviii. 
(Labbe, I. c. p. 1109.) 
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inculcate the same doctrine, and declare that Peter 
himself spoke through Agatho. 24 Tn these passages 
,ve read the authentic comlnentary of the Synod it- 
self upon its o,vn act in condclnning l[onorius. The 
Council consistently 111aintains throughout the doc- 
trine of Papal Infallibility; ,vherefore, in condemning 
Honorins, it could not have lneant that he had taught 
heresy ex cathedrû. No council ever committed itself 
to so flagrant a contradiction and so disgraceful a 
. deceit. Again, the Synod professed to receive ..L\ga- 
tho's letters as divinely written, so that they received 
them as containing doctrines based on Divine reve- 
lation; it is, therefore, incredible that the Council 
solelllnly decreed anything the truth of ",vhich ,vould 
prove that the divine pro111ises were falsified. Pope 
Agatho, 11l0reOYer, said to the Council in hi
 letters: 
"The Roman See has never erred, and never will 
err, because of Christ's promise." The assembled 
Fathers answered: "This, as ,veIl as the other doc- 
trinal teachings of his letters, is the teaching of St. 
Peter." And they spoke in this tone, not only before 
the condemnation of Honorius, but also after it, in 
the final S
ynodical Letter sent by them in the last 
_ session to Pope Agatho, and in the Prosli)honetic 
Address to the Emperor. On all these grounds it is 
absurd to think that the Council conden1ned Hono- 
rius for having taught heresy ill the Church. Our 
adversaries not only charge the Council with self- 
contradiction, but also with having fallen into a 1110St 


24 See the Prosphonetic Letter addressed to the Emperor, in act. 
xviii. (Labbe, I. c. p. 1089.) 
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grievous doctrinal error. .L\ l)ope and an illcumenical 
Council joine< l in the profe:::::sion that a ccrtain doc- 
trine ""as true and divine; and yet it is lllaintained 
that they after"
ard
 rqjected that doctrine! 'Ihis 
thcy could not do 1vithout abandoning their own 
character for infallibility. IIere ,ve see the reason 
,,-hy the Sixth Synod applied the "
ord "dogmatic" 
to the letters of Agatho ;t.3 ,vhile they never use 
that epithet of the letters of I Ionorius. )Ir. Renouf 
pasc;es over all these points; anù after having quoted 
from Bcllarmine a ren1ark upon the subject, he leaves 
it to ,,, the parti
ans of the culpable remi

nes
 of 
lIonorius to settle this question ,vith Bellarmine."26 
l'his is a very unfair and sh uffiing manner of shaking 
off the ,veight of a strong objection. 
"That, then, ,va
 really the offence for "'Thich Pope 
Jlonorius ,,-ras conc1en1nec1 by the Sixth Synod? This 
is a question of great interest, not because the doc- 
trine of Papal Infallibility depends upon it, but be- 
cause the anf'''
er 
trikcs at the very root of the objec- 
tions raised by our adversaries against the purity 
of fitith of that Pope. "r e have 
everal paf'sages in 
the 
\..cts of the Sixth Council in ,vhich l)ope 1 Iono- 
riuH i
 either decricd or spoken of: In three of thelll 
IIonorius is condemned apart from the :Jlonothelite 
hcretics, and distinct causes are lllcntioned for the con- 
delllnation of hÌ1n find for that of the others; ,yhile in 
three other places he i
 condemned in common with 


25 
ec the Proç;phonetic Letter addressed to tlw Enlpcror, in act. 
Åviii. (Labbe, 1. <'. p. lOt-b.) 
."). n f ' 1 1 - l 
 
-- 
\.enou, . c. pp. , , (. 
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the rest. The three forlller passages are to be found 
in the Decree of Condemnation, in the Prosphonetic 
Letter, and in the Imperial Edict. 27 The others may 
be seen at the end of the thirteenth session, in the 
Definition, and in the Synodical Letter to Pope Aga- 
tho; to these the first part also of the Decree may 
be added. 28 N o,v it is clear that the latter class of 
passages ought to be eXplained by the former, be- 
cause, among other reasons, it contains the actual 
Decree of Condenlnation, on which is founded ,vhat- 
ever else i
 said concerning Honorius. 
Let us :first exanline this illlportant doculllent. 
In a note we give the decree in the Latin version,2!) 


27 Labbe, 1. c. pp. 977, 1089, 1121. 
28 lb. pp. 1005, 1057, 1109, 977. 
29 "Retractantes doglllaticas epistolas, quæ tanqumll a Sergio 
quondam Patr. hujus a Dco conscrvaudn' regiæ urhis scriptæ suut, 
tam ad Cyruln, qui tunc fuerat episcopus Phasiclis, quaIlI ad Hono- 
rium quondaIll papaIlI antiqnæ ROIllæ: similiter auteIn et epistolaJu 
ab ilio, icl est IIonorio, rescriptam ad eunùem Sergiuul; has que 
invenientes omniuo alienas existere ah Apostolicis tlogmatibus, ('t 
a definitionibus sanctorum conciliorum et cunctOrlll11 pro babiliuIlI 
Patrum, sequi vero falsas cloctrinas hæreticorum, eas oUInino abji- 
cimus et tanquam anilllæ noxias execramur. QuoruIlI auteIlI, id cst 
eorundenl impia execrannu dognlata, horum et non1Ïna a sancta 
Dei Ecclesia projici judicavinllls, id est Sergii . . . . qui aggressus 
- est de hUjUSIlIOdi impio dogIllate conscribere, Cyri Alexanùriæ, 
Pyrrhi, Petri et Pauli, qui et ipsi præsulatu functi snnt in seùe 
hujus a Dco conservandæ civitatis, et similia cis senserunt, ad hæc 
et Theodori quondaIll episcopi Pharan, quaTIUll onlniuIll suprascrip- 
tarum personanun nlentionmll fecit Agatho sanctissimus ac tel' bea- 
tissimus Papa antiquæ Romæ in suggestione, quam fecit ael piis- 
SilllUlll et a Deo confirmatlnn DOIllillum nostrunl et nlaglllull iUI- 
peratorem, eosque abjicit, utpote contraria rcctæ fidei nostræ sell- 
tielltes, quos allathemati su bmitti definimus. CUlll his vera shnnl 
projici a sancta Dei catholica ecclesia simulque anathematizari præ- 
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and fi"Oll1 it it is clear that the Conncil purposely 
dr:nv.s a line of distinction het"
een the cause of Ser- 
giu
, Cyrns, Pyrrhus, l)nul, ] )eter, 'rheoc1ore, ,vith 
others ,vho agreed ,vith theIn,-anù that of IIono- 
rlU
. Of the forn1cr it is said; "these are the nan1CS 
of those ,vhose iinpiou
 doctrines ,ve execrate:" the 
llfillles i.e. of those whom l
ope .A..gatho mentioned in 
his letters, and condclnned as profesðil1g doctrines 
contrary to the faith; and, in conforillity ,,'"ith .c
ga- 
tho's 
entence, they pronounce al1athelna on then1. 
It is eviùent, then, that Sergius and the rest "'"ere 
conden1ued fiS heretics. But Honorius i:s spoken of 
apart froln theIn, and the Synod declares that he is 
allatheillatised because in all things he follo1\
ed Ser- 
giu
, and gaye ðtrength to the impious doctrines: 
"quia in olnnibus ejus (Sergii) n1entcIll sequutus est, 
et in1pia dogn1ata confirmavit. "30 X 0 one belieyed 
that the Pope had taught the ilnpious doctrines 1vhich 
,vere execrated, or even that he had held thcln inter- 
nally. ...\nd accordingly no expression to this effect 
'Vtl8 used concerning hiln either in the 1 )rosphonctic 
Letter to Con
tantine, or in the edict of the Elnpe- 
ror. In the first of these t,vo doclunellts the Fathers 
called the )lonothelite EH
tern I)atriarch
 -inventors 
of heretical noveltics; but as to IIollorius they used 


yiaÜnus ct IIonorium, qui fucrat papa antiquæ Honlæ, co quod 
invenÏ1nus per scripta quæ ah co facta. I:mnt ad SergÏlun, quoù in 
Olnnihus ejus Inentcm Set1l1utus est et inlpia. ùognlata confinnavit." 
In act. xiii. COlIC. vi. (Labbe, 1. c.) 
00 " -" " y '"\ ., , "'" ,..", 
,) "WTa <:,:,aJI':"u ':"'fJ EXEHDU 'lYW/L'fJ E:;U"O^Ouvr;O'UY,U, XUI <ra uurou 
· 3 "" , Ò ' I 
((0'=. 1) 7.ugwO'ulI'TU o"jlJ.u':"a. . c. 


II 
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the very expression of the decree, since they say of 
hiln "qui eos in his sequutus est."31 In the others 
IIonorius is terlned "hujus hæreseos confirlnator, 
qui etiam sui extitit oppugnator."32 Ko,v what 
does the Council lnean by T
 ryvtJ(.lJf] 

u
oÀoVOr;(jUVTU? 
"\Ve have already answered this question in the pre- 
ceding section. Sergi us, indeed, applied to Pope 
IIonorius in order to have a sanction to the eco- 
nOlllY of silence with regard to the expression onc 
or two operations in Christ; and although he art- 
fully insinuated the lnaxiuls of )Ionothelisnl, still he 
sho,,
ed no open anxiety for anything but to obtain 
the papal confirmation for his schelne of econolnical 
silence. ..L\nd what adherence did lIonorins give in 
his answer to Sergius? Certainly he gave no adher- 
ence to the heresy; for the doctrine expressed in his 
letters is ,vholly Catholic, and entirely contrary to 
that expressed by Sergius. But he consented without 
ftny linlitation to the economy of silence proposed 
by the Patriarch. In this then, and in nothing else, 
did he follo,v Sergius' mind (T
 ryvtJ(hf] è;uxoÀovlJf;- 
f1UVTC/., ); and T
 ryvtJ(hf] can here mean nothing but 
, schelne.' 
Honorius, in truth, ,vas not guilty of any error 
in his apprehension of doctrine, as ,vere the other 
prelates condemned as heretics by the Synod: his 
error ""as practical, and consisted only in the eco- 
nomy of silence by ,vhich he favoured the develop- 
Inent of the heresy, and allo,ved it to strike deep 


31 SOTIllO Prosphoneticus, 1. c. w; ÈXElIIOI; ÈII TO
'1'OI; ùxoÀOiJBÝjrrC/.,IITa. 
32 Edictunl, 1. c. 
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:Lud extensive root. It is true that, as appears fronl 
I â
 letters, he did not see in that practical economy 
anything counter to the faith, especially as no Council 
had yet definitively fixed the language suitable to 
cxpress the doglna of the ,vills and operations in 
Christ. nut he did not seek advice froB1 any TIolllan 
Synod; he did not inquire into the true cour
e of recent 
Cyellts in the Eastcrn provinces; he did not obtain 
reliable inforlnation on the character of those prelates 
,vho ""ere so allxious to impose silence on the n10st 
zealous cluunpions of Catholic truth. His acquaint- 
ance both ,vith persons and things ,vas evidently 
1110St illlperfect; and this aggravates his fault; for he 
kept silence ,vhen he should have raised his Apos- 
tolical voice again
t the proilloters of heresy, and 
hrought thenl back to the Catholic confession, or if 
this failed, anathenlfttised them, and checked their 
rrttempts to corrupt the faith. But why did he ab- 
stain fron1 censuring and condell1uing the errors in- 

inuated in the letters of Sergius, and defended by 
Cyrus and the others? Satisfied "rith having stated 
in his ans,vers the pure doctrine of the Church, he 
passed over ,,"ithout finy notice the d
structive errors 
,vhich ,yere contained in those letters, and even in- 
sisted on the cconolny of silence, ,,"hich provcd a 
,,"eapon of great po,ver in the hands of the l\1ono- 
thelite lcadcrð ngninst the Catholic teaching. "r e 
repeat, the enenlie::-- of the faith Bcver once sought 
to obtain frolll llollorius any con
ellt to their errors; 
they ,vanted nothing 1nore than the econolnical si- 
lence, tbat they n1Ìght labour undisturhed at the ruin 
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of the Catholic doctrine. Honorius, in violation of 
every principle of ecclesiastical prudence, granted 
what they asked. Ilere ,vas his L'1ult. 'Vhatever 
his intention may have been, he fully adhered to 
the proposal of Sergius, Ly ,vhich the heresy ,vas 
confirmed and took deeper root in the East. There- 
fore is he said in the decree to ha ye confirilled the 
impious dogma of the Patriarch, and in the edict of 
Constantine he is called "confÌrmer of the :\lono- 
thelite heresy." But at the saille tilne the Synod 
neither attributed to hinl the inyention of the ne,v 
heresy, llor any adhesion to it; and in the edict it is 
pointedly said that he "etialll sui extitit oppugna- 
tor;" because, ,vhilst by his fatal econolllY of silence 
he contributed to strengthen and spread the lle,v 
Ileresy, he, at the 
ame tillle, advocated the true 
Catholic doctrine concerning the t"..o operations in 
Christ. 
:1\11". Renoufattaches great importance to the word 
;c,vgtJ(J'avTa of the decree. "The Sixth illclullenical 
Council," he says, "expressly condemns I-Ionorius as 
;(.vgtJ(J'avTa the Ï111pious duglnas of Sergius, having 
officially cOllfirnled and ratified theIn, and stanlped 
- them ,vith authority." And he adds that" lexico- 
graphers tell us, ;(.vg
(J'al non tanl significare com- 
probare, quanl CUln auctoritate decernere, legitime 
rem transigere, ut delllum ratuill sit quod actunl 
fuerit."33 N o'v 1\11". 11enouf should be reillinded 
first that Stephanus, to ,vhonl he refers, adds, 
after the quoted "rords, "subjungitur tanlen l. 
33 The COnc1elll11ation of Pope IIonorius, p. 23. 
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IIerod. in quo simpliciter redditur verba conJir- 
Jllllre."3J: l\lld again, even if the ,vord i!,ugtJ(jal/Ta 

hould be taken to signify 3 confirlnation ,,-ith au- 
thority, its application must be to a conSe(!UellCe 
of 1 lonorius having füllo,ved the minù of Sergius. 
IIonorius, indeed, instead of using his apoBtolical 
authority in checking and condclnning the ne,v 
heresy, used it ,vrongly in enforcing the eCOnOll1Y 
of silence as proposed by Sergius. Thus in fact 
find hi
torically, so to t>peak, his authority 'vas 
used in confÌrulation anù propagation of the very 
heresy which he intended to suppress. :\11'. ne- 
nouf is ,"'Tong in attributing to the ,vord "ugtJ(jal/Ta 
any such 11leaning as aftects Honorius' understand- 
ing and ,viiI. On the contrary, ,vhilst ,ve adn1Ìt, by 
"ray of concession, the signification of an authorita- 
tiyc confirnlation, "re free the Pope froB1 the charge 
of a fault ,vhich ,,"ould have been a glaring contra- 
diction ,vith the tenets he expre

es in his letters. 
1'0 proceed 1l0'V to the language used by the 
Synod in the other passages ,vhere J lonoriu
 is con- 
de111ued, together ,vith thc others; ,,"e unhesitatingly 
say that it no ,yay opposes the vie,v,ve take. For 
since I IOllorius, by his ilnprudellt cconoll1Y of bilencc 
and his grievous neglect in the di
charge of his duties, 
contributed to tIle spread uf the new heresy, he par- 
took of the saIne fault in soliduul ,vith the others, 
although he had not him::,elf been guilty of any here
y 
,vhatevcr; and such language is quite in accordance 


3-1 Stephani Thesauru
, t. iv. p. 5-17G, ad YOePlll 7.tJp
J(Jal. Lon- 
dini, 1
2
. 
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,vith the technical and canonical language used by 
the Church. 35 'Ve need not wonder then, if in the 
definition of faith the Pope is joined with the other 
l\lonothelites, and called an instrulnent of the devil, 
who availed hilnself of it to spread the ne,v errors ;3G 
i
 in th
 synodical letter to ..A.gatho the Fathers say 
that they have slain ,vith their anathclnas Honorins, 
,vith the Eastern prelates, as sinners in a matter 
of faith ;37 if in the thirteenth session his letters, in 
COlllffion with the writings of the heretics, are con- 
delnned to be burned as soul-destroying, and con- 
tributing to the saIne crÏ1ne. 38 Pope IIonorius did in 
truth, by his false econolnyand his neglect, become 
an instrlUl1ent of the devil against the faith; there- 
fore he ,vas guilty of betrayal of the faith, and, in a 
way different to the rest, he contributed to the same 
iniquity,-that is to say, to the propagation of the 
heresy and the destruction of souls. In the san1e 
lnanner, in the first part of the decree, Honorius' 
letters, as ,yell as the writings of the others, are 
called "alien fron1 the apostolic teachings, follo,ying 
the false teachings of the heretics, and soul-destroy- 
ing." But although these expressions, taken in a 
_general way, are all suitable Ù
 solid'llJJI, they cannot 
be referred to Honorius' letters in the saIne sense 
in ,vhich they concern those of Sergius, Theodore, 
Pyrrhus, and other heretical authors. In the strict 


35 See Epist. xxi. Ca:lestini Papro ad Episcopos Galliarulll, n. 2. 
(Constant. El)ist. Rou1. Pontif. p. 1186.) 
36 Act. xviii. Conc. vi. (Labbe, 1. c. p. 1057.) 
3; 11. (Labbe, I. c. p. 1109.) 38 Labbe, 1. c. p. 1005. 
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sense, they relate only to the latter; as is borne 
out by thc second part of the decree, ,,
hich ,ve have 
jll::;t exaluined. The letters of Jlonorius arc truly 
alien fro111 the apostolic teachings, not because they 
contain any error contrary to the traditional doc.. 
trines hnnded do,vn by the Apostles, but because 
they do not reveal that ecclesiastical prudence and 
diligence, that courage in correcting erroneous doc- 
trines and reducing the lllinds of heretics to obedi- 
cncc, ,vhich have al,vays been traditional in the 
Church, and ever practised by the TIolllan Pontiffs. 
rrhe letters follo"red the false teachings of the here- 
tics,-that is to say, they helped and supported the 
false teachings of the heretics (ÉW'o{hhaç). 39 Sergius 
and the others, by their ,,"ritings, helped and supported 
heresy, because they adopted and directly prolnoted 
the spread of false doctrine; Honorius did so, only 
hecause, by his fatal econon1Y of silence, he helped 
that teaching to be spread and gain strength. 
"T e ,yonder that 
Ir. Renouf ascribes so great 
ilnportance to the testÌI110ny givcn by the Patriarchs 
Pyrrhus and 
Iacarius against the purity of IIono- 
rius' faith. U ndoubtcdly two :\1onothclite prelates 
could not ,veIl speak differently; they could not 
appeal for support to IIonorius' successors, ,,
ho haù 
opcnly and solemnly condemned their errors. 13ut 
I Ionorius, by his false eC01101llY of silencc, had 
alrcady cOlnpron1iscd his charactcr, and opened the 


3
 The deponent u1Ïddlr ycrb Ë'7'olJ"CJ.I in its fundan1cntal significa- 
tion D1eans not only to follow, hut hence also to stand hy, to help, 
to support. 
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door to calumny. IIo,vever, although it is true that 
Pyrrhus and l\Iacarius charged Honorins ,,
ith heresy, 
yet the Council never intended to condemn hÎ1n as 
a heretic. X either can our adversaries sustain any 
objection founded upon the ,yords of the Synod 
addressed to Pope ..clgatho, ,vhen they declare that 
they have slain ,vith anathen1ft those ,,"ho were guilty 
· f .l'.. h ( , , , 
 " ) 
In a lllatter 0 lalt '7:agl TrjV 7f'1(JTIP r;(hægT'i'rwOTctç , ac- 
cording to the sentence previously issued Ly Agatho 
against them in his second letter. 
In addition to the renlarks ,,'hich we have already 
made on this passage, it Inay be here observed that 
the above ,yords do not properly concern Pope Hono- 
rinse The allusion to the decree of the thirteenth 8es- 
sion, ,vl1Ìch concerns only the )Ionothelite prelates, and 
the ,yords in question, follo,v close after the sentence 
of condelnnation of these prelates, in ,vhich, as "
e 
sa,v above, IIonorius is not comprehended. The Coun- 
cil, after having Inentioned the nalnes of Sergius, 
Cyrus, Theodore ofPharan, Pyrrhus, Peter, and Paul, 
,,'"hose illlpious dognlas it execrates, continues : "qua- 
runl oll1nium suprascriptarlun per
onarunllnentionen1 
fecit Agatho sanctissiInu
 et tel" beatissÌlnus Papa 
_ antiquæ llonlffi in suggestione quanl fecit ad piissi- 
mUlll et a Deo confirmatuln dOlllinum nostrum et 
magnulll imperatorenl."40 It is certain that Pope 
Agatho mentioned no other names except those of 
the heretics: neither in his letter to the Emperor, 
nor in the letter addressed to the Synod, did he al- 
lude to anyone else-lunch less to IIollorius, who, 
40 Act. xiii. (La 1) be, I. c. p. 978.) 
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fiS "re said above, was certainly Hpoken of in his 
letter as one uf his predecessors, ,,
ho had endea- 
\
oured to defend the Catholic doctrine by ilnpo
il1g 
silence on the ::\Ionothelite leaders. On thif' account, 
ill the synoùical address to l)opc Agatho, the }"athers 
Inaùe distinct lllention of thoðe ,vho had been pointed 
out in that Pope's letters, and of ::\Iacariu
 and Poly- 
chrollius, ,vho, although not nlentioned by the })ope, 
had been blain us heretics ,vith their anathelnas. 
l)ope I-Ionorius did not properly belong either to 
the first cla
s or to the second. But the Synod, 
in its sUlnlllary report to the l)ope, divided the ana- 
thenlati
cd persons into those ,,
ho had departed this 
life and those ,'tho ,vere still living,41 alld it clas
ed 
IIonoriu
 ,vith the fornler, although he had not par- 
taken in the 
tune lllanner of their iniquity. At all 
events, the decree of condelllnation in
erted in the 
thirteenth ðè

ion ,,'"ould have been sufficient to point 
out the nature of his crillle. It is true, ho\vever, 
that the Sixth Synod diel not examine the cau:-.e 
of Iionorius, nor pronounce sentellce against hÏIn, 
,vithout the previou
 authori
ution of the Ron1:ul 
Sec. Other,yise it
 proceedings ,,
ou]d haye been 
ullla,vful, according to the lllax;lu expres
ed by l)ope 

\driall ] 1. in hib third Allocution to the cicrhth 
ð 
æculnenical COilllcil. 42 
]
ut \ve l11U:-;t consider ,,-hether the TIonlan See 


41 "Po::;t co
, anathclllati1ms ha.'reticol'lun justc 
ubjecÜnus et 
cas qui vivunt, susccpta illorUlll inlpietatc," &c. (Labbe, 1. c. 
p. 1110.) 
4
 Conca Constantinop. i,r. act. vii. (LalJhí', t. x. p. 5Ð7.) 
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authorised the Fathers of the Sixth Synod to con- 
del11n IIonorius as a heretic. 1\11'. Renouf sets great 
value on the acclamations of the sixteenth session,43 
in ,vhich anatlzeJua ,vas said to 110nol.iu8 the lzer'etic, 
as it ,vas to the others ,vho had been previouBly COll- 
denlned by the Council in the thirteenth session. 
On this ,ve relllark, first, that the acclan1ation quoted 
not only is no definitive sentence, but does not even 
show ,vhat ,vas the feeling of the ,vhole Council. 
In the sixteenth session, after the condenlnation of 
Constantine a priest of Ap:llnea in Syria, George 
the l)atriarch of Constantinople declared to the a5- 
seulbled Fathers that he and some others anlong 
the Bishops dependent on him were anxious that the 
Synod, through econoll1Y (ðJ' olzovo{hfCl..v), should, if 
possible, abstain frolll anathenlatising any person by 
nanle (ÒVO{hCl..(fTt) in their acclamations,-as, for in- 
stance, Scrgius, Pyrrhus, Paul, and Peter. 44 If he 
asked for this kind of condescension in his o,vn 
name, as ,veIl as in that of other TIishops, in favour 
of the authors of the ne,v heresy, because of their 
haying been Patriarchs of Constantinople, Inuch n10re 
Jnust they haye intended that no such expression 
should be used ill the case of Honorius, ,vho ,vas 
not the originator of the error. But the 111ajority of 
the Synod refused to follo,v the suggestion of eco- 
nomy, and resolved to anatheluatise by n[lllle all 
those ,yho ,vere already condenlued (TOVÇ ZCl..TCI..;c,gí- 
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43 t OllfJJplff aip'c'iIY..ÇJ àv(íðE,aa (Lahhe, 1. c. p. 104:4). 1\11'. Ronouf 
has eycn printed tllese ".orl1s on the cover of his pmnphlet ! 
44 Conc. vi. act. xvi. (Labbe, 1. c. p. 104:4.) 
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TOUÇ). It follo,vs that all persons 11lentioned in the 
:lcc]:nnations "
erc to be designated in nccordance 
,,'ith the prcyious decree of their cOlldeulluttioll. 

 o,v ""0 have seen that in the decreo J lonorius ,vas 
not condelnned on account of any heretical tenet. 
'Y"hy, then, it ,vill be asked, is he tcrnled "heretic" 
in the acclanlations? T,,'"o e-xplanations tUfty be 
given. Either the Synod, by applying this tern1 
to IIonorius ,vithout qualification, used it in its se- 
condary lueaning, according to the opinion of 111any 
learned theologians, confirnled by several exanl- 
pIes in antiquity,45- or it is to be attributed to n 
faction, which, like that of Gerson in the Synod of 
Constance, contrived to yent all its bitterness against 
Honorius in the final synodical acclanlations. "r e 
nlust adnlit the existence of such a Greek fhction in 
the Sixth Synod, ,vhich it ,,"as ilnpos
ible to keep in 
thorough control on account of the alJBence of the 
"T estern Prelates. "Honorius," said ....\..drian II., 
"""as anathematised by the Orientals. "46 This re- 
lnark of Adrian [I. deserves attention. "T e havp 
already adlnittcd the fault of Pope Honorins, and 
the justice of the sentence pronounced [lgninst hinl. 
]
ut still "
e 111Ust confess that ,ve feel far greater 
adn1Ïration for the Fathers of tho Lateran Council,- 
belonging for the n10st part to the "... cst,-"pho be- 
haved as dutiful children in concealing their father's 
4:) See, for instance, Suarez Dc "Fide, <lisp. xxi,
. sect. 1. ]1. G. 
"Omissivc autelu censetur favcrc (hærcsi), qui O1uittit facerc qUUt} 
tcnetur, ut hærcticus puniatur yel ab errore cesset." 
46 _\11ocutio tertia IIadrialli ad S.rnodulll viii. (Labbe, t. x. 
p. !)!)T.) 
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shame, than for the Greek Bishops of the Sixth 
Synod, who gave the first exanlple in the Church of 
so solemn a condemnation of a Pope. At all events, 
,,,,e cannot help strongly denouncing the exaggera- 
tion and bitterness of expression used in his COll- 
delnnation: these are certainly due to a faction,-a 
strong fhction,-"rhich exercised its influence in that 
Council, and carried the day. It is in such facts that 
"re see the reason ,vhy the acts of all synods are under 
the control of the Supren1e Pastor and lluler of the 
Church. Even if all the Prelates of the East had 
joined in condenn1Ìng HOllorius as a heretic (,vhich 
,,'"e deny), their decree ,vould have been "rithout 
authority in the Church, unless it ,vere sealed ,vith 
the 111ark of the Sovereign l-:>ontiff. On this point 
there is no difference of opinion bet\veen Gallicans 
and the rest of Catholics, ,,,,hOll1 :\11". nenouf is pleased 
to call Ultraillontane. The assenlùly of the Bishops 
cannot represent the Church unless it is in close 
union ,vith the Pope; and therefore its decrees can- 
not have authority unless sbllnped with the authority 
of the l)ope hilnself. On this account it is idle to 
pick out of the acts of the Sixth Synod expressions 
and phrases aggravating the sentence of condemna- 
tion against Pope Honorius. The main question is 
,veIl put by Dr. 1Varc1, in his article in the Duúlin 
Rcvieu) on 1\11". Renouf's pan1phlet: "\Vhat declara- 
tions of the Council against Honorius receiyed Pon- 
tifical sanction, and in ,vhat sense they received it."47 
It is true that Pope Leo II., ,,
ho succeeded 
4, Dublin Reyiew., July 18G8, p. 217. 
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Agatho in the l)ontifical See, confirn1ed the Third 
Council of Con
tantinople, fln\l ranked it ,vith the 
U
culnenical Synods; but "rhat decrees of the 
i
 th 
Syno<l received hi
 suprelne sanction, and in "rhat 
bense did they receive it? The Fathers of the 
Sixth Synod, at the end of the eighteenth seb:,ion, 
a
ked the l
lllpcror to send to all the patriarchal 
Sees an authentic copy of the definition of faith, 
signed by the Council (;rro7ú.rovç èvuwo'Y;á
ou; ögovç). 48 
l>ope Leo II. confirlncd nothing but the definition 
of faith, although he receiyed. all the acts of the 
Synod, together ,vith the iUlperial edict. "r e have 
several letters of this l)ope in ,,"hich he either au- 
thoritatively confirHls the Sixth Council, or C0111111U- 
nicates to the Bishops his adhesion to it. In all 
and each of then1 he pointedly lilnits his confÏrlna- 
tion and approval to the dogll1atic definition. In 
his official letter to the Elnperor he declares only 
that he confirlns the definition of the right faith 
(7
Ç ògBn; w{(j'TS
; ';"ò
 ögov). 49 In his letter to the 
13i
hop::, of Spain hl
 tells theul that he for"
ards to 
theln the definition of faith sanctioned in the Si.
th 
Synod, the pro
phonetic addrc
s to the Elnperor, find 
his edict; he prolnises that he "rill send the ,vhole of 
the conciliar act:s; but he requires their 
ignaturcs 
to 110 1110re than the definition of faith. 50 lIe says 


48 Lab1>e, t. vii. p. 1108. 
4( Exemplar }{c1ationis lUÏsS:P a Leone Papa all Constantinum 
Imp. (L'llJùc, t. vii. p. 11 ;53.) 
50 Epi
t. ii. Leonis II. ad Epi:.-cnpos IIi
pani:e (LalJhe, t. vii. p. 
1-13G-5 ï). c. 
\.h olll11Ìlms rcvereudi:-; Epi:,copis una. yobisCUlll 
uh- 
sl'l'iptioni::; in ea.It'Ill definitione Vl'llcranc Ii collc.ilii snlnu'ctalltur." 
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the sanle in his letter to Silnplicins,51 and in that ad- 
dressed to J\:ing Ervigins. 52 So that no doubt ,vhat- 
ever call relnain ,vith regard to his intention being 
really ,vhat he expresses. Again, in ,vhat 111alll1er 
did he sanction the definition of faith, a.nd in ,vhat 
sense did he anatheillatise IIonorius? "Since the 
holy, uniyersal, and great Sixth Synod," he says, 
. . . . "has followed in everything the apostolic 
doctrine of the Inost en1inent Fathers, and since it 
preached the sanle definition of the right faith, ,vhich 
the Apostolic See of the holy Apostle Peter receiyed 
,vith veneration, therefore ,ve, and through our exer.. 
cise of our office this venerable Apostolic See, gives 
full consent to the things contained in the definition 
of faith, and confirn1s them ,vith the authority of 
the blessed Peter, that, being placed on the solid 
rock of Christ Himsel
 it 111ay be supplied by the 
Lord ,vith strength."53 
The nlain reason, therefore, ,vhy Pope Leo sanc- 
tions the definition of the right faith is, because he 
found it conforlnable to the doctrine of the Pontifical 
See, by which the Synod itself, as it had already 
confessed, had been instructed. 54 Jlence he exhibited 


51 Epist. iv. Leonis II. ad SinlplicÍlull COl11Ítmn (Lahl)c, 1. c. 
p. 1460). "Hortati autenl SUlllUS rûverendissÏ1nos ecclûsianun 
omnÏtnn pl'æsules, ut suhscriptiones suas eideIll apostolicæ synoclali 
definitioni suhnectant." 
52 Epist. v. Leonis II. ad Ervigiu111 regml1 Hispaniæ (Lahbc, 
1. c. p. 1462). 
53 Relatio cit. Lconis II. ad Constantillulll Inlp. (Labbe, 1. c. 
p. 1153.) 


54 · '" ....., , "I. ' '''''' Ò 
 
1)f1.E/G T'fl U"fLCf 
V=U/La7"1 ^UILtïrPUVDf1.HOI, /(,UI 7"(1.1; up.,E7fgrü; 1U(1.(1- 
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the Pontifical See as the authentic organ of the apo
- 
tolical teaching. It "
as not enough that the doc- 
trine contained in the definition had gone along ,,
ith 
the doctrine of the Fathers; it "
as nece
sary that 
it should concur "rith the teaching of the ..A postolic 
See; for the doctrine of the Fathers is a streanl frolll 
that head-fountain. nut if the truth of a dogll1atic 
doctrine depends upon its agreeing ,,
ith the teaching 
of the Pontifical See, ,ve haye here plain evidence 
of the infallibility of that See in its doctrinal1\lagis- 
terium. Pope Leo II. therefore, no less than Agatho 
his predecessor, upheld the doctrine of Pontifical 
Infallibility in the act by ,vhich he sanctioned the 
dognlatical definition of the Sixth Council. Conse- 
quently he iInplicitly declared that ,,
hateYer was 
the character of the L'1ult of IIonorius, it "
as cer- 
tainly not that of having taught any error ex ca- 
thedrâ. 
Once lnore: ,,
hat sanction did Leo II. giye to 
the conùelllnation of Ilonorius in COllllnon ,vith the 
Bishops of the )1onothelite faction, ,\
hich is to be 
found in the definition of faith? In hi
 letter of 
confirlnation of thr Sixth Council addre::;sec1 to the 
Elnperor Constantine, after haying anathenu1tised 
the earlier heretics, he continues: "Likc,vise ""e 
nnnthen1ati
e the iuyentor:s of the nc,v error: Theo- 
dore ]
ishop of 1 )harnn, Cyrus of ....\lexandrin, Ser- 
gius, Prrrhu
, Paul, Petcr, traitors rather than 
rulers of the Church of Constantinople. l\1oreover, 


xa.ì..í.al; ÓÒ
Y{jú,u:vCJ/J &c. Epist. Synodal. ad ....\.gathollclll l)ap:llu, in 
act. xyiii. (Lal}lw, t. vii. p. 1112.) 
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lIonorius also, who did not endeavour to preserve 
pure the ...
postolic Church by the doctrine of the 
apostolic tradition, but pernlitted (?rugExdJgr;rrG) the In1- 
Inaculate to be defiled by profane betrayal.".j5 
Defore lllnking our relnarks on this passage, ,ve 
lllust reyert for a 11101nent to )lr. Renouf. This gen- 
tlen1an Inakes a slnall addition to Pope Leo's ,vords, 
and bases on this additional ,,,"ord his ans,,"er to the 
arglunent deriyed frorn the passage. "..A. pnssage 
of Pope Leo II.," he "
rites, "is also appealed to, in 
,vhich he says that IIonorius ']Jernzitted the imillacu- 
late Church to be polluted by his profane betrayal.' 
I cannot see how this saves Honorius."56 It is un- 
deniable that the passage construed as 
Ir. Renouf 
construes it cannot save Honorins; his cause is lost 
if he perll1itted the Church to be polluted by !tis 
profane betrayal. But 
lr. l
enouf did not find in 
the text, ,vhether Greek or Latin, that pronoun !tis 
,,"hich he gratuitously adds in his translation of the 
original. I t does not exist either in the Greek or 
in the old Latin translation, or even in Dr. Dül- 
linger's Papstbllclt Über IIIJ1lorius. 57 If the pronoun 
be rejected, ,vhich has thus been uncritically and 
unjustifiably inserted, the Greek text easily and 
,vithout the slightest strain yields a good sense. 58 


55 Relatio cit. Leonis II. ad Const. Inlp. (Labbe, 1. c. p. 1156.) 
56 The Condemnation, &c. p. 13 ll. 57 Papst Fabelll, }). 138. 
58 Peter De 1\Iarca, in his tilne, sa'v no difficulty in the Greek 
text, and he translated it as follows: "qui Apostolicmll Ecclesimll 
non est conatus lustrare tloctrina apostolicæ traclitionis, sed pro- 
faua proditionc pUra111 luaculari perIllif-'it." In .Vita Petri De 
l\Iarca scripta a Ualutio, p. 29. 
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For thc prescnt ,,"c shall say nothing about the sinli- 
larity which )lr. TIenonf finds bet,ycen the pa
sage 
in question and the second profession of faith Innde 
by the llolnau Pontiff::;, as it cxi::;ts in the Liùcp 
Diurnu8. Heturlling, then, to the "
ords of Pope 
I-.lco, it clearly follows fronl thenl that IIouorins ,vas 
not condeulued for heresy, but l)ecau
e, through hi
 
negligence, he perlnittecl the heretics to spread in 
the East the error of one ,viII and operation in Christ. 
-Pope Leo drew a line of c1eu1arcation bet,veen the 
::\1onothelite I )relates and Pope IIonorius: he de- 
scribed the former as Ùl1:enlo/,s of the new error 
(TOÙq èt
ugêTàç T
Ç vsaç zÀúvnç); but he placed the 
fault of the latter in a grieyous neglect in the 
discharge of his pontifical dnties, for ,,
hich the iUl- 
Inaculate Church ,vas allou.cd to be polluted by 
profane betrayal ('T
 ßsß
ì"o/ ?:go'òoúfq). These last 
,yords cyidently refer to the )1onothelite Prelates, 
inventors of the ne,v error, and they by. no InemlS 
concern lIonorins. It is impo

ible to refer then1 to 
hin1; for he could not be said to haye pernlitteù the 
inl111aculate Church to be polluted, ,,
hen hc had so 
acted as to pollute it in a direct 111anner by his pro- 
fane betrayal. 
In the other t,,
o letters :H.ldre

ed by the salnc 
l)ontiff to the Bishops of Spain and to I\:ing Er- 
yigius, he doe::; not ]nake n
e of exprc
sions cal- 
culatcù to Initi!rute the force of the condcll1uation 
c.. 
of I lonorius, hut he explnill
 ,yhat he had already 
expressed in the lettcr to the l
nlpcror: so that the 
three letter
 put together exhiLit in full the ,iew 
I 
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taken by Pope Leo of the case. In the former he 
again dra-nTs a lllarkecl distinction between the 
Iono- 
thelite Prelates and IIonori us : the former are called 
"perduelliones adyerSUIll apostolicæ traditionis puri- 
tateln;" and this is the crÏ111e to ,vhich their con- 
Jemnation is ascribed, nanlely, the criu1e of heresy. 
Pope Leo does not, as :\Ir. Ilenouf ventures to say, 
include Honorius all long the" perdnelliones adver- 
sum apostolicm traditionis puritatenl. "59 The Pontiff 
clearly and explicitly alleges the cause of his con- 
delllnation, lllaking it quite distinct fronl that of the 
heretics; and he rests it 011 the omission to extin- 
guish at its outset the flame of the heretical error, 
as required by the dignity of the apostolic autho- 
rity, and on the negligence ,,
hich fostered it. 60 
These expressions, no less than those of the letter 
to the Elnperor, do not give any hint ",vhatever 
of IIonorius having privately adhered to the )Iono- 
thelite heresy, or of his haying preached it, and 
having been condemned for it. _ Again, in the other 
letter to I\:ing Ervigius, Leo II. did not speak of 
Honorius to any different effect. K evertheless ::\Ir. 
Renollf attaches far greater ilnportance to Leo's 
_ ",yords in this letter, as supporting his opinion, than 
is done by any other ,vriter on the same side; and 
he is surprised that Dr. Döllinger seems not to have 
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59 The Condenlnation, &c. p. 5. 
60 "Qui fìmunuuu hæretici dogluatis, non ut decuit apostoli- 
emu auctoritatenl, ineipientenl extinxit, sed negligendo confovit." 
Epistola ii. Leoni
 II. ad Epi
eopo" Hispaniæ (Labbe, t. vii. p. 
143G). 
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rccognised thcir force. Gl nut the 
1unich professor 
i
 so far froBl laying any stress ,,
hatever on the 
pal..;sage in question, that he is inclined to think its 
expressions are calculated to soften do,vn the Ïln.. 
pression produced by the condelllnation of lIonorins. 
"That, then, is the rea
on ,vhy :\11". l
enouf makes 
so lunch of I
co's ,yordb? Speaking of l)ope I-.leo 
he says, "he includes Honorius alllong the OJunes Iii 
,,"ho, unnln voluntntelll unalllque operationen1 prm- 
Jicantes, doctrin::un hæreticanl ilnpudenter defendere 
connbantur."G2 Thi
 assertion is altogether errone- 
ous, and so evidently erroneous that no one of all 
the adversaries of Honorins ever dreamt of founding 
fin objection on thi
 pn
:,age; but, on the contrary, nIl 
of then1 regarJ Leo's letter to I\:ing Ervigius as an 
objection to their theory. Pope Leo indeed, in this 
as ,veIl as in the other places quoted above, dra,ys 
a broad line bet"\veen the )lonothelitc Bishops and 
l)ope I-Ionorius. lie tcrnlS the forIner 'I. authors of 
heretical a
sertion,"G3 as in the letter to the Spnni
h 
nishop
. Of lIonorius he sny
, that he was ana the- 
lnatised una CUJn eis; hut he evidently denies that he 


61 See l\fr.l{enouf's Letter, ofJulle 20, 18G8, to the ',"""cst- 
n1Ïnster Gazette. 
G2 The Condenlnation of Pope IIonorius, p. :5, and the Letter 
fluoted in the preceùing note. 
63 The whole passage is as follows: "Omnes hæreticæ asser- 
tiOlÙS auctores, venerawlo cen:,cnte concilio condeIllnati, de Ca- 
tho1icæ Eccle
iæ adunatiolle projccti sunt, ill est, Theoåorus Phara- 
uitanus episcopu:" Cyru
 
\.lcxandrilln
, Bergius, Paulu
, et Petrus, 
quondanl Constantinopolitani pr
p:.;ule:" et Ulla CUlll ris IIollorius 
ROluanus, qui iUllnaculatanl apo:::tolicæ traditionis l'('guhun, qumll 
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,yas condelIlned for the saIne reason. IIad he thought 
that I-Ionorius ,,"as to be included filTIOng the "auc- 
tores hæreticæ assertionis," as one of then1, he would 
have put do,vn his nalne ,,"'ith the others under the 
same category, before or inllllediately follo,ving Paul, 
Pyrrhus, and Peter: if he llleant thig, then una CIon 
ei8 ,,"'as no ,vny required. TIut the Pope's nleaning is, 
that IIonorius ,,"'as associated ,vith the rest in being 
COndell1ned, but not in the crÌ111c for ,vhich they ,vere 
condelnned; and therefore it was necessary to use a 
connecting phrase to lllake it kno,vn that Honorius 
,vas not placed in every respect on a par ,yith the 
heretics condenlned by the COlillcil. In fact, Leo 
iUln1edintely goes on to n1ention the cause of the 
condelllnation of Honorius, saying, "qui imn1acu- 
latnln apostolicæ traditionis regultun, qualll a præde- 
cessoribus suis accepit, 111aculari consensit." These 
,vords render exactly the same idea as is conveyed 
by the extracts quoted above from the other t,,
o 
letters of Leo, and together with thelll they prove 
to delllonstration that Pope Leo characterised the 
fault of IIonorius in such a ,yay as to exclude even 
the slightest adhesion on his part to 
ny error ,vhat- 
ever. N 01\T, reverting to )Ir. Renouf's objection, 
"
e argue as follo,vs: Pope Leo includes anlong the 


a præùeccssoribus suis accepit, 11laculari consensit; sed et 
Iacarium, 
&c. . . . . et OllllleS hi cunl Ario, Apollinario, 
\:-c. . . . . unam 
yoluntatern unanlque operationem pl'æclicantes, doctrinam hæreticanl 
impuclenter defenùere conabantur." Epist. v. Leonis II. ad Ervi- 
gÏlnn (LalJ1Jc, 1. c. p. 14:(2). 
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"Ol1lnes Iti, CJ ui, unalll yoluntateul unnlnque opera- 
tionel11 prædicantes, doctriufUll luereticalll iInpudcn- 
tor defenclerc conabantur," all those ,vIlo had been 
"hærctica
 as
ertionis auctores." 1Jut he evidently 
excludes froll1 thiB cla

 Pope IIonorius; therefore 
he does not include hill1 anlong the OJnnes Iti. 11ad 
he intended to do so, he ,vonla have contradicted 
his 0"'11 a
:-;èrtion; because he could not say that 
IIonorius had consented to the dcfilen1ent of the 
rule of the apostolic tradition, if that Pope had 
been one of those ,vho ellùeayoured iIllpudently to 
advocate an heretical doctrine. 1\11'. Renouf's con- 
fusion of thought on this point is inexplicable. 
As to the Liúel' Diul'nus, "re are at a loss to con1- 
prehenc1 the stre
s 1\11'. TIenouf lays 011 it as the best 
support of his attack on Pope IIonorius. The learned 
Garnier, ,vho "''"as the first to publi
h a perfect edition 
of that book, "
rites as follows in the preface :64 " Cur 
tandenl prodeat [Liúer D iurnu8 ] fecit hæc una, vel 
sola, vel potissÏ1na cau::;n, ut Jl10trr1l1 de IIonorio quæs- 
tioneln, lnagnaque animOrlUl1 contentione non talll 
agitaÜlln, quan1 vexahun, ostenderelll ita componi 
posse, vel ipso centlUl1 fere SU1l1n1orunl Pontificuln 
judicio, ut neque Bedis .L1posto1icæ, cujus IneU1l1 co- 
lenda
 studiluU lllilli velÍ1n eS3e iUlpnr, fides nun- 
(puun vitiata dicatur; noque increclibiles fingantur 
actorUll1 Sexhc Synodi nliornnlqne veteru1l1 nlonn- 
InentorlUll COITuptiolli::;, quod et historica doctrilla 
n1Ïrulll ql1anttun nLhorret; neqne Sexta Synodu
, cui 


G4 Lihcl' Diurnns HH. PP. opera ct studio J. Garncrii S..J. 
præfatio, cd. 
rignc, t. CY. PP. I.L. p. 1
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legati Sedis Apostolicæ pra
fuerint, erroris firguatur; 
neque IIonorius, qualll vis olllnino fuerit praYllS, l\Iono- 
thelisnli culpâ caI"uisse putftndus sit." 
"The principal and only reason for ,,"hich the 
Libel" Dillrnus is at length published, is, that the 
controyersy on IIonorius, ,vhich has been so long 
agitated, lllay he :finally so settled by the judglnent 
of nearly one hundred Sovereign Pontiffs, that no 
doubt may remain as to the truth that the faith of 
the Apostolic See has never been defiled; that strange 
corruptions lilay no longer be introduced into the 
acts of the Sixth Synod, and other ancient monu- 
ments, in opposition to every principle of historical 
criticislll; that no charge of error lllay be sustain- 
able against the Sixth Synod, in ,vhich legates of 
the Aposto]ic See presided; and that while Hono- 
rius is purged of the charge of )Ionothelislll, he 
luay not be deenled guiltless of all fault." 
Thus Garnier sho,vs that not only does the Liber 
Diurnlls furnish docunlents which cnst light on the 
whole question of the Sixth Council, and of the con- 
delnnation of Honorins, but also it affords lllate- 
rials for the defence of that Pope against the charge 
of heresy brought by his callullniators. 
nut there is lilore to be said. ,Vhel1 the Arch- 
bishop De )Iarca ,vas preparing to COlllpose a dis- 
sertation in defence of Pope Honorius, his friend 
Labbe sent to hi111 an extract frOlIl the 1\18. copy of 
the Liber- Diurnlls, on which De l\larca set llluch 
value, and ,vhich he deter111ined to insert in his 
Apology, with the other extracts ,vhich he had 
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already gathered together. GJ It 11light seeln incre- 
dible that the 
fUlle pa
;:,age ,vhich l)e :\Iarca re- 
garded as so yaluahle for the defence, is the very 
one ,vhich )lr. Benouf, follo,ving in the steps of Dr. 
Düllinger,66 produces as an Í1l1portant part of the 
case against that l
ope !G7 
l'he passage is founù in the second profession 
of faith, of ,vhich Gregory II. seelns to be the 
author (715-731). It runs as follo,vs: "...\uctores 
vero novi hæretici doglllatis [anathe1l1atizan1us J, Ser- 
gillln, I
yrrhuln, Paulunl, et l
etrunl Constantinopo- 
litanos, una cunl IIonorio, qui pravis eorlill1 asser- 
tionibus fomentlun Í1npendit."G8 It is inlpossible to 
help seeing that tbese ,,,"ords do not ilnply any 1110re 
than the foregoing extracts fronl Leo'fs letters. The 
fact is that the character of being author of the ne,v 
heretical dognla i
 not attributed to IIonorius, but 
only to Sergius anù the others. IIonorius is con- 
delnned and anathelllatised ,vith thenl, but not be- 
cause he ,vas one of the authors of the l1e,v heresy, 
but because by his i]l1prudent economy he fostered 
nnd encouraged their iniquitous assertions. ....\ dis- 
tinction is here pointedly dra""n betw.een the heretics 
and IIonorius, nnd the cau
e of the condell1nation of 
each of the partie
 is clearly and distinctly stated. 
"r e do not nndcr
tand ho,v these ,voras could be so 


65 '
ita ..Archiep. P. De l\Iarca scripta. a TIalutio. In Ope de 

Iarca, eù. Pari8ii
, 1 GG3, p. 29. 
GG I\lpst Faùclll, pp. 138, 139. 
()j T]lP Conùclunation of Pope IIonorius, p. G. 
68 I..iùcr Diurnus IaL PP. cap. ii. tit. ix. l)rofrssio secunda. 
J.'idei, p. 52, Cll. 
rignl', t. rv. PP. I.L. 
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far Inisconstrued as to make thenl represent liono- 
rins to have been conden1ned in the same ,yay as 
Sergius and his follo,vers. "That surprises us is 
that ::\Ir. I
enouf quotes the above extract without 
the least relllark, as if it ,vere obvious that it told 
against lIol1orius; and he assunles that his readers 
,viII extract fron1 it a sense which it evidently ex- 
cludes. 
\\T e Inust not on1it to notice in this place ,vhat 
l\Ir. Renouf says of the sill1ilarity bet,yeen the texts, 
both Greek and Latin, of Leo's letter to the EU1- 
peror, ,vhich ,ve exan1ined above, and another pass- 
age of the second profession of faith in the Libel" 
Diul'nus. ß9 'Ve ,viII give the ,vhole of the latter 
passage: "Eos qui novo et ha
retico dogn1ate Í111- 
lnaculatam Dei Ecclesiaul polluere nitebantur, et er- 
rasse lllanifestius probayerunt [Patres yi. SynodiJ, 
et cun1 sui erroris anctoribus atque fautoribus per- 
petuo anatheillate damnaverunt."70 l\Ir. TIenouf pro- 
duces only one-half of this passage, going no farther 
thall the ,vord "pro baverunt;" Inoreover, he 0111its 
the conjunctive particle "et," and prints in italics 
the ,vord "errasse." All this goes to sho,v that 
the readers of the paillphlet are intended to con- 
... 
clude that in the second pontifical profession of 
faith Pope lIonorius is judged to have erred, since 
he is comprehended alnong those ,vho inl1naculatan
 
conabantur a COrTZl7/1]Jer'e Ecclesia777, according to tbe 
Latin text of Leo's letter to Constantine. But if 


60 The Con<lOlunation of Pope IIonorius, p. 13, in lloh'. 
70 Libel' Diul'nus, 1. c. p. 51. 
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"
e con-;iùer the passage in its entirety, no difficulty 
,,
ill renlain on the point. For in the foregoing 
extract three clas
es of luen are ll1entioned as COll- 
denulcd by the Sixth Synod: (1.) those ,,'ho silnpIy 
nitebantur corrzlIJlpcre Ecclesianz novo et llccretico dO!J- 
'Juate; (2. ) those ,vho had bcen erroris auctores; 
(3.) and those ,yho had been in any n1anner fayour- 
able to it, fautores. K O'V, after a few lincB, the 
nan1es are founù of those ,vho are designated as 
conùen1ncd by the Council. IIere like,,
ise they are 
distributed llltO three cla

es: (1.) auctores novi hæ- 
7
etici dogmatis, i. e. Sergius, Pyrrhus, Paul, Peter, 
l'heodore of l)haran, anù Cyrus of ..L11exandria; (2.) 
qui jJracis eorZlJlt a:')'i)ertionibu8 fvnlentu71l illlpendit, 
II run ely, IIonorius alone; (3.) qui hccretica dognzatu 
contra vcritateJu fidei synodal iter declaratalll atque 
]Jrcedicatarll pertinaciter difendebant, CU1n onuâbus hæ- 
'reticis scrz)Jtis atque sequacibus, qui unanz e.}.:ecrabi- 
lilt r assereuant vvlzlJztateJ1
 et unalll operationenl in 
Cltrl.':ito; and under this head foUo,,'" the nalnes of 
)Iacarius, Stephen, and Polychronius, and others. 
1:\" o,v if ,ve contrast the t,ro passages, it ,,"ill appear 
cvident that Ilonoriu
, qui fonlentllllt lnl}ìendit, is not 
included either in the fir
t or ill the second category 
of the fir
t extract, but only ill the third, f'autoJ'iúU8. 
X either are ,ve forced by the ,vorù 

 ßlutoribu
" 
to aùIllit in IIonorius any intellectual adhesion to 
error; for the fo5ilence of the l)a
tors of the Church 
,yhell they ought to rai
e up their voice against 
error nnd here
y, according to the ecclesiastical 
canons, is to be accounted as fin cnconragclllent 
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given to error and heresy. So that the passage in 
question, far from telling against the purity of lIono- 
rius' faith, affords a ne,v confirmation of our asser- 
tion. 
But let us now exau1ine a passage concerning 
Iionorius' condelllnation, ,vhich ,ve find in the old 
Roman Breviary in the lesson for the feast of St. 
Leo II., the 28th of tJ une.';! 
l\Ir. Renouf remarks in his pÜJnphlet that" till 
the seventeenth century the Roman Breviary spoke 
of the confirn1ation by Pope Leo II. of the holy 
Sixth Synod, in which ,vere conden1ned Cyrus, Ser.- 
gius, Honorius, Pyrrhus, Paul, and l)eter, qui unam 
voluntatem et operationem in Domino J esu Christo 
dixerunt et prædicarunt."ï2 "r e 111USt warn our 
readers not to fall into a very possible mistake here: 
it ,yould be incorrect to suppose that the name of 
HOl1orius is mentioned in all the old Latin Breviaries 
among the persons condemned by the Sixth Synod. 
In son1e very old Breviaries of this country no naille 
at all is found, either of Iionorius or of the others 
condemned in that CounciJ. In the Sarum TIreviary 
of the fourteenth century we read, in the lessons 
... for the feast of St. I-.leo: "IIic Leo suscepit Sextam 
Synodum, quæ per Dei providenti:lln celebrata est, 
silnulque CUln eo legati Sedis .L
postoiicæ et duo Patri- 
archæ, id est Constantinopolis et ..A.n tiochin
, etiam 
150 Episcopi; in qua condemnati sunt hæretici qui 


il In festo S. Leonis Papæ, die 28 Junii, Leet. iv. seeundi 
noeturni. 
72 The Condenlnation of Pope Honorius, p. G. 
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Ullaffi tantu1l1 ,oluntatenl ct opcrationem in DOlnino 
(1 e
n Christo dicebant."ì3 In the .A..berdcen TIreviary, 
,,-hich i::; of the fifteenth century, we find the fol- 
lo,,-ing ,vords: "]-.leo suscepit Scxtaln Synoduln 
intra regilull palatilun Constalltini .:\1agni tUl11 vi- 
venti:-" in qua condenlnati sunt hæretici qui <1ixerunt 
unanl tantlun esse voluntatelll ct operationenl in 
Christo."ì.J: 
As to the Roman Breyiary, ,,
e think it well 
to transcribe here the ,vhole pa

age as it exists 
in the old Breyiary/5 for l\Ir. TIenouf does not 
give us the entire extract. It runs as follows: 
"In qua [Synodo] condemnati sunt Cyrus, Ser- 
gins, IIonorius, Pyrrhns, Paulus, et Petrus, nec non 
et :\Iacarius, CU1l1 suo discipulo Stephano, sed et I)oly- 
chronius, X OYUS, et Sinlon, qui unan1 voluntatenl 
et operation em in D. X. 
T. C. dixerunt vel præ- 
dicarunt, nut qui denuo prædicaturi fuerint [fue- 
rant] aut dispensayerint [di
pensaYerant J." 
K o'v the foregoing ,,'"ords, and the rest of the 
lessons, are copied 'YOI'd for 'YOI'd frolll the life of 
J../co, ,vrittell by Anastasius,ï"G the librarian of the 
l
olllan Church, from ,vhich al:;o the lessons of the 
Sarlun and ....\.bcrdeen Drevinrirs are takeJ?, ''lith SOlne 
nbridgulent, except that in the ] {oIllan cOlupilation 
the ,yords " X ovus et Sin1011" are found Ly luistnke, 


.3 "'\Y 0 quoto fr0111 a )1::;. copy of tho SaruIll TIroviary preserveù 
in the library of Stonyhur::;t College. 
í4 _\.ùerdcnse 1Jreviarilun, pars 
l'
tiYa, fol. x. 
j:; 'Y. 0 use the two editions of ROllle 1-:1 78 an( 1 Pari::; 1;) II. 
;6 IIistoria do ''''-itis TI01n. Pontif. n. lxxxii. cd. ::\Iigne, t. cxxviii. 
PP. LL. p. 8-:1 7. 
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instead of "noyus Shllon," and the ,vord "dispensa- 
verint" for" defensayerint." In the appendix to the 
liyes of the ROl1l3Jl l>ontiffs of 
\.nastasius, evidently 
extracted fronl the ,york of the Pontifical librarian, 
and ,vrittell in the ninth century, we read in the 
life of St. Leo the saUle passage, but "rithout the 
"Tords "qui unfUll voluntatelll et operationeln in D. 
X. J. C. dixerunt et prædicarunt." í7 K o,v the ques- 
tion arises, ,vhether Anastasius intended to say that 
IIonorius asserted and defended one ,viiI and ope- 
ration in Christ. In the life of Pope Agatho he 
relates that, after the sentence of conden1nation 
pronounced by the Sixth Council, "ubstulerunt de 
diptycis Ecclesiarum nOlllina l)atriarcharuIll, vel de 
picturis Ecclesia
 figuras eorlun, aut in foribus ubi 
e
se poterant, auferentes, id est Cyri, Sergii, Pauli, 
Pyrrhi, Petri, 1)e1
 quos error 01'tltOdOX(8 fidei 'Usque 
nllnc lìullulavit." 78 Anastasius here suppressed the 
llan1e of IIonorius, eyidentl)T because the character 
of having Leen the source of the heresy could not 
be applied to hiln, but only to the ::\1onothelite Patri- 
archs. In the appendix 111entioned aboyc the anony- 
n10US author has transcribed the entire passage ,vith- 
.... out any alteration ,vhatever. 79 
nut apart fron1 this, ,vhoeyer is acquainted ,,
ith 
the Collectanea addressed by .L\nastasi us to John 
the Deacon, and published by the learned Sirmoncli, 
111Ust be a,vare that the llolllan Librarian never 


77 Appendix ad .Yitas Rornanorulll Pontificum, n. lxxxii. ex 
coc1ice Cap. ''''-eron. (In Ope cit. Anastasii, ed. cit. p. 1422.) 
78 Ope cit. Anastasii Dibl. 11. lxxxi. p. 811, t. Ïi. Ope ed. l\Iigne. 
79 A pp. cit. n. lxxxi. p. 1422. In t. ii. Ope Anastasii, cd. l\Iignc. 
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harboured the idea that Pope IIollorius had said, 
or taught, or held in nny 111nnner, that in Jesus 
Chri:--t there ""as only one ""ill and one operation. 
lIe cull
 tho
e "cnltnnniators" ,vho said that l)ope 
llonorins had ever asserted one only ,viII in Christ; 
and he distinctly 11lailltained that the Pope can hy 
no Inenns be considered as condelnned for heresy in 
the Sixth Synod. 80 
 o,v, after those declarations, 
how can ,,'"c belieye that ..L\nastnsius ,,'"ould Silllply 
ac;:
ert in the life of Leo, '\yithout any ren1ark or 
any mitigating eÀpre
sion, that ]")ope Honorius had 
been condenlned because of his haying denied the 
t"..o ,vins and operations in Christ? It n1Ïght be 
said that Anastn
ius in this place represents IIono- 
rius as guilty in solÙhuJt of the sallle crin1e with 
the others, although not in the s
une manner. nut 
,ve belieye that another explanation of the passage in 
q ne
tion 111ay fairly be giyel1. "r e can venture to say, 
in the first place, that all the lllatter relating to the 
Sixth Synod and the sentences of condemnation it 
pn

ed is sUllunarised by thc author frolll the letter 
of Leo to the Elnperor Constantine, fron1 '\vhich al
o 
is taken the portion "...c hnye quoted of the second 
profe
::;ion of faith in the .Libt!J' niurnus. X ow Pope 
I.Jcu in his letter, after anathclnntising the authors 
of :J1onotheli::;111 and 1)ope Tlonoriu
 hilllsel
 for the 
réa
on ,""c nlentioned ahoYe
 anathclnatises 
Iacarius, 
hi
 di
ciple Stephen, and Polychronius, ,,-hOlll he call
 


80 "Pro Papa 1Ionorio a calu1l1uiaf,)rihu:; impctito, qnod unaln 
D. N. J. C. tantum s('rip:-'l
rit voluntaten1." Collectanea ad J oan- 
neIH Diaconum, ed. 
rignc, 1. cxxix. PP. LL. p. 538 scq. 
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the ne,v SÏ1l1on, and finally all those ,vho hold the 
sallle maxims, and ,vho had dared, or ever should 
dare, to assert in Christ one ,vill and one operation. 81 
Like,vise in the second profession of faith in the 
Liber o Diurnlls, those heretics are first anatheillatised 
,,-ho had origjnated the error of )Ionothelislll, and 
Honorius, ","'ho had fostered it by his imprudent 
econolny'. K ext to these, 
1acarius, his disciple 
Stephen, and Polychronius (the new SiIllon), and 
finally all their follo,vers, "qui Unall1 execrabili- 
ter asserebant voluntatenl et Unall1 operationenl in 
Christo." 82 K ow Anastasius in his life of St. Leo 
carefully distinguished all the categories of persons 
,vho had been conùeJnned in the Sixth Council. 
He merely suppressed the grounds of condenlnation 
stated by St. Leo in his letter to Constantine and 
in the second profession of faith. nut since the 
last category lllentioned in both those documents 
did not ÎIl1ply ßny particular person, but, in a gene- 
ral ,yay, all those ,vho either had asserted, or should 
in future assert, one ,viii and one operation in Christ, 
therefore Anastasius expressed it by the sanle ,vords. 
Again, in the passage in question, the Ronlan libra- 
rian sets before us all the classes of persons who 
had been condelnned by the Sixth Synod, in the 
same order as that in ,vhich they occur in the t,vo 


]26 


81 '/ 
, , \ ,,, , "" (lI' .\ (f) '" \ 
E'TI vS /tal 'Tot); ..a Ol.LOla CJ..1J':"vJV rPOtJ1]l5'ctv':"aç, 11 rPOIlOIJII'raç 70IJÇ 
Ò1]ÀOIIÓ'T1 ÊII BÉÀ'1)j'.Lct xaì /.Líall È/lÉgyslall cpål5'XS/II xa'Ta'TOÀI1-
l5'all<raç, &c. 
Epistola LeOllis II. Papæ ad Constantinulll Imp. (Labbe, t. vii. 
p. 1156.) 
82 I..iber Diurnus, c. ii. Secunda professio Fidei. (:\Iigne, t. 
cv. PP. LL. p. 52, 53.) 
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nbove-lnentioncd doculnents. In the first clagg he 
places those ,vho had died before the date of the 
Council, and among thClll he mentions I[onorius, hut 
"rithout stating the cause of condemnation of any 
of the nlunber. 1'0 the first he subjoins the other 
class of those ,,
ho had obstinately defended their 
error before the Sixth Synod itself (nee non, l
C.); 
in the last place comcs the class of those unnan1ed 
persons ,vho either had denied, or should ever deny 
in the future, the t,vo ,vilis and operations in Christ. 
If Auastasius had put a conjunctive particle bet,vcen 
this additional class and the othcrs, as is done by 
St. Leo in his letter to the Elllperor, and by the 
author of the second profcssion of faith, the lllean- 
ing of his ,yords ,voulc1 have been pcrfectly clear 
and cvident. 83 
Ir. llenouf; by quoting only the 
latter portion of the passage ,,-hich he found in the 
ROlnan 11reviary, deprives his readers of the Ineans 
of discovering the true nleaning. 
Again, )11'. Rcnouf c01l1plains that "the name 


83 "
 e may quote mlother passage fronl the acts of the Council, 
a
 an a<l(litional confirmation of the forC'going just given. The pass- 
agC' is cxtraetcd frolll the acdmnations at t1w cn(l of the Synod. 
"Theodoro I>haranitæ anathC1na; Sergio ct Honorio anathelna; 
Pyrrho ct Paulo anathema; Cyro et Tetro anathclna; l\[acario et 
Stephano ct Polycronio anathema; omnihus hæreticis anathclna; 
q i 1)/. 'd 'cal.:erunt .t jJl.ædicaltt et docent Lt docfuri Bunt 'llJla/ìt 
?jOlllntatem et Uìlcun operat"onC1n in di''1Jensalione ]J. N. J. C. ana- 
thema." Act. xviii. (Labhe, t. vii. p. 1079). J-Iere again "re see 
the sallIe order kept with regard to the naulCS of those who are 
anathelnatisc(l; awl the la
t word
, which arc very shailar to those 
in question, do not refer to the foregoing llalnes, lJut imply in a 
general" ay aU those who either had taught, or 'Were teaching, or 
wouIli ever teach :\[nnothelÜ;m. 
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of I-Ionorius is no longer to be found in the Brevi- 
firy, but the other nfUlles are still retained ;" and he 
renlarks that "it is Inost unjust to suppress the 
lUUlle of IIonorius, and yet retain the other names."8-! 
The Union Rerieu;, eulogising the }nasterZy jJa'11jJldet 
,vhich ,ve are considering, says that fact alone speaks 
yolulnes. 85 X o,v the relnark is founded entirely on 
error. It is not true that in the llonlan Breviary, 
as reformed by order of the Council of Trent, all 
the other nalnes "
ere retained. Out of nine, only 
three "
ere retained; IU11nely Cyrus, Sergius, and 
l)yrrhus, the very authors and first propagators of 
l\1ollothelislll. 8G The nalnes of Paul, Peter, ::\Iacarius, 
Stephen, and Polychronius, as ,veIl as that of 11011- 
orins, "
ere expunged, because it was not necessary 
to state in a short lesson the n
U11es of all the here- 
tics conc1en1ned in the Council, 111uch less of 110110- 
rius, ,vho had not been anathenlatised for any error 
,,
hateYer, and ,,
holn an ignorant reader 111ight have 
belieyed to lun-e been condemned for heresy, be- 
cause his nallle ,vas found in the srLlne list "rith 
some who ,yere undoubtedly condemned for that 
crÌ1ne. But what l\Ir. Rcnouf adùs after the aboye- 
_ cluoted words, in order to justify his assertion, is per- 


84 The Condemnation of Pope Honorius, p. 6 and note; Union 
Review, July 1868, p. 88l. 
85 An argunlent had been founded on this fact more than a 
hundred and fifty years ago by the Author of the Defensio De- 
cltlrationis Cleri Galliccl1d, p. ii. 1. xii. c. xxvi. t. ii. p.19l. Basileæ, 
1730. 
86 See the Lesson iv. of the feast of St. Leo II. on the 28th 
of June. (lloluallulll Dreviariunl, ex Decr. COllC. Trid.) 
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haps the lnost absurdly false statelnent of the many 
that occur in hið ill-
tarred panlphlet. 
" Sergius," he says, I.. presented his confession to 
the l
ope, who 
in1ply approved it; and he died 
,,
ithout the slightest intilnation fronl Ronle that his 
doctrine was anything but orthodox. Had he been 
a perfect Ultralnontane, he could not haye acted 
other,vise." So then 1\11'. Renouf puts l
ope Ilono- 
rin
 on the 
[nne leyel with Sergius, and represents 
this latter as orthodox till the time of his death, 
- the Patriarch, that i
, ,,
ho forged the libellu8 
of ::\1ennas to Pope ",Tigilius, and that of ",Tigilius 
to the Emperor Justinian, in order to support his 
:\lonothelism; both ,yhich docuillents ,yere condemned 
by the Si...xth Synod as heretical forgeries. 87 But 
ufter ,,
hat ,ye have said in our first three sections, 
the relllark of :\Ir. l
enouf is not "
orth a further 


an
'Yer . 
It no,y OlÙ y reluains for us to exanline the purport 
of the nnrrthen1rrð inflicted on IIonorius br the Coun- 
cils ,,
hich füllo,yed the Sixth Synod; for the ene- 
lnics ofl
ope lIonoriu
, and )Ir. llenouf anlong theIll, 
ren1Înd us that the Seventh and Eighth fEcunlenical 
Council 
 joined in the condemnation of I-Ionorius ; 
therefore our "'Titer concludes: ,. the condeillnation 
for heresy of a l>ope by three (Ectl111cnical Councils, 
anù a long ...crieB of 110111:.1n l>ontift."" is utterly sub- 
Yer
iYe of the theory of Paprrl Infallibility."88 "T e 
have already de
troyed thi::; consequence, by sho,,"ing, 
87 Concilium vi. act. xiy. (Labbe, t. ,ii. p. 1014 Se(l.) 
ss The Condemnation of Pope IIonorius, p. 7. 


]( 
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not only that no heretical tenct is contained in the 
letters of Pope Honorius, but also that the Sixth 
Synod did not condellln hinl either for any crroneous 
ex cathedrcî teaching, or for any heresy ,vhatever. 
"Tith regard to thc Scventh and Eighth Councils, ,ve 
again renlark, in ans,ver to l\Ir. nenou
 that even if 
those Synods had condelnned IIonorius for heresy, 
it ,,,"ould not follo,v from this that the doctrine of 
Papal Infallibility is untenable, unless it is first 
shown that IIonorius was anathelnatised for having 
taught hcresy ex cathedrå. l\Ir. Renouf is quite un- 
able to prove this point, especially ,vhen we consider 
that both these Synods solemnly acknowledged the 
doctrine of Papal Infallibility; when the Seventh 
subnlitted itself unreservedly to the letter of Pope 
Adrian I., in "Thich that maxÏ1n was enforced, and 
perfect adhesion to it was imposed ;89 and ,vhen, in 
the Eighth, the profession offaith of Pope Adrian II. 
,vas unaninlously received, in which the previous for- 
Inulary of Honorius was inserted, declaring that the 
Catholic doctrine had al,vays been preserved in its 
integrity in the Ronlan Apostolic See. 90 'Ve abstain 
from cOllllnenting on these facts, ,vhich ,ve shall 
." fully explain in our ,york upon Papal Infallibility. 
For the present ,ve limit ourselves to examining 
,vhether it is true that the t,yO Councils mentioned 
really condemned IIonorius for heresy. Certainly 


89 Aùriani I. Epistola ad TarasiU1ll. In act. ii. Conc. vii., Ni- 
cæni ii. (Labbe, t. viii. p. 771 seq.) 
90 Libellus fidei Adriani II. ad Synodum viii. In act. i. 
Conc. Const. iv. CEcum. viii. (Labbe, t. x. p. 497.) 
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thc Scventh Council has nothing ,,
hich counten- 
ances the assertion. 1\T e do not here take no- 
tice of seyeral passagcs of the Seventh Synod in 
,,"hich IIonorius' condcl1nuttion is lnentioned, - as, 
for instance, in the letter of Tara
ius,91 in that of 
Theodore,92 in the tonzus of the Deacon Epiphanius,93 
and in a letter of Tarasius to the Clergy of Constan- 
tinople. 94 Those passages are not the utterances of 
the Synod, and cannot thercfore bc relied upon to 
represent its opinion in the lllatter. The vie,," of 
the Council lnay be said to be expressed only in the 
profession of faith, and in the synodical letter ad- 
dresscd to the Eluperor; and in neither of these 
docunlents can anything be found against our as
er- 
tion. In the profession of faith the Fathers of the 
second Kicene Council declare that they recei yed all 
thc definitions of the fficlullenical Councils; there- 
fore, lllcntioning the Sixth Synod, they say: "Like- 
,,
ise ,,"c profess in Christ t,vo ,vills and t,vo opera- 
tions, according to the propriety of IIis t,,
o natures, 
as the Sixth Synod of Constantinople proclaÎ1ned; 
and "
e cut off Sergius, IIonorius, Cyrus, Pyrrhus, 
and :\Iacnrius, ,vIto ,vere not ,,
il1ing to keep faithful 
to God, and those ,vho follo"r their lllilld."95 K ow 


{)l Epistola Tal'a
ü Patr. Constant. In act. m. Conc. Nic. ii. 
(Labhe, t. viii. p. 813.) 
92 Epist. Theoùori ratr. Antioch. In act. iii. cit. (Labbe, I. c. 
p. 832.) 
93 TonU1S sccundus Epiphanii Diacolli. In act. vi. Cone. Kic. ii. 
(Labbe, 1. c. p. 1072.) 

4 Epi
t. Tara
ii P.C. ad Clerulll Constantinop. In act. vü. 
Conc. l
ïc. ii. (Lahhe,1. C. p. 1237.) 
f l 5 Terulinus Synodi Xica'llæ SeclludfL\ III act. vü. (Labbe, 
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in this pa
sage there is nothing ,vhich goes to prove 
the assertion of l\Ir. Renouf, that Pope Honorius was 
anathematised by the Seyenth Council as a 
Iono- 
thelite. 96 The Fathers of Nicæa mention ,vhat the 
Sixth Council did, ,vithout characterising the con- 
delllllation of those ,vho had been anathematised 
by the Synod. In the synodical letter they ana- 
thematise again all those ,vho had been condemned 
by the six preceding Councils, and alllong thenl 
] Ionorius; but they do not specify the crillle for 
,vhich he had been stricken ,vith anathema by the 
Sixth Synod. 9 . Undoubtedly the ,vords of the 
Eighth Council are apparently stronger, but do not 
really carry any greater ,veight than, the decree of 
condemnation of the Sixth Synod. In fact, in the 
Greek cOlnpilation of the Acts of the Eighth Council 
it is said that, "after the canons ( sanctioned by 
the Fathers), the definition was read of the same 
Eighth and CEcurnenical Synod, ,vhich cOlllprehend
 
the symbol of faith, the profession of the seven pre- 
ceding Synods, and the anathenuts against those 
'VhOlll the Synod
 had condelnned."98 l"'he Eighth 
Council, therefore, did not intend to pronounce a 


... I n 05 ) /I' tl' \ · , K '":I.'f' 
t. Vill. p. 
 . xau ov '1'pO'irOV xal '1) EV (JJ1/(J:ra'V'1'IVout;';'OAEI EX'1'11 (íUV- 
Ò '
 S ' , ,
 ",,' . 0 þ ":I.' '/I ":I. ' 
o ,or; ESE, o '1) O'E V, avroxpt)
aO'a ...EgyIOV, '1WpIOV, X. '1'. A. i"OU; CtuEA'1)'1'OUr; 
'" , ß . ) ' , ., 
'1'11; EUO'f: Har; xa '1'OiJr; 70U':"(JJV OlJJocpgo'laç. 
96 The Condenulation of Pope Honorius, p. 6. 
97 COllciliuill Nicænum ii. act. vii. (Labbe, t. VUl. p. 1232.) 
'/I f ""," . 0 ' , K ' , IT , 
aVauE/MY.,Tl6aV'1'Er; . . . .....sg/LOU, xal lI(JJgtOU, XexL iJgou, Kat iJggou, 
."ex} '1'ñv trtJlJ aÙ'1'oì; /JJOlJOOÉÀ'rj'TOII, ILãÀÀov òk xaxoOÉÀ1j'TOV ßOú À 11{fIV. 
98 Cone. Constantinop. iv. act. x. (Labbe, t. x. ex .....\.ctis Græcis, 
p. 881.) 
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ne,v sentence against l[onoriu
 and the others; nor 
could the a....
c})lhled Father::; do it, inw..annch a
 no 
conciliar exnnlÍnation haù preccded. rrhc "tor<1s re- 
ferring to IIonorius and the other::; in the definition 
cannot, then, hnye any other Ineaning than that in- 
tended by the Sixth Synod it
elf, 99 "incc the Fathers 
do no nlore than relatc us a Inatter of hi
tory the 
condenlnation of IIonorius ,,-ith the other Eastern 
l)relates. X ow, ,yhen speaking of the decree of con- 
denlnation pronounced against IIonorius III the Si
th 
Synod, ,ye renlarked that, according to the principleR 
of both civil and eccle
iasticalla'v, Jlonorius can be 
said to haye been guilty in solidzon of the crÏ1ne of 
thp others; not becau
e he "as n ::\1onothelite, as 
Sergius finù Cyrus, but because by his imprudent 
policy and gricyous negligence he consented to the 
pollution of the Inlmaculate Church; because he 
did not at the first outbreak extinguish thc Halne of 
the heretical error, but fostered it by his culpablc 
relnl

ness. K 0 "
onder then, if, in the follo,,'"ing 
Councils, hc is anathelllatised, together ",.ith the 
othcrH, in solidzull. The Fathers of the Se'
enth and 


99 The ,,"or(ls of t]w Council are a::; follo,,
, according to t hp 
translation of ..A.nastasius: "..(\natheluatÏzmnus Theodorum qui fnit 
Episcopus PhaI'an, ct Sergiunl, et I>JTrhurn, ct rauhlln, ac Petrum, 
impios Pra.:'sule
 Constalltinopolitallorulll Ecclc
ia
, atque CUlll iis 
Ilolloriunl UOJnæ, una cunl C
TO AlexalHlria
, nccnon et l\Iacariul11 
..Antiochia>, ac tliscipulum ejus StephanUlu, qui lualæ opinionis Apol- 
lillarii et Eutychetis ct Se\
eri iInpiol'lun hæresiarcharuIll dognlata 
f'cctanteC), sine oprratione ac bine yoluntate animatam aninlâ ration- 
abili ct intellectuabili Dei carnem, scnsibus hesis, et revera sine 
ratione prædicavcrullt." Conc. Con
t. iv. act. x. Terminus 
anctæ 

'ynolli. (L.tùhc, 1. c. e1. ...\na::;ta:-:-ii ,'cr:,ione, p. G33.) 
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of the Eighth Councils might ,veIl suppose the his- 
tory and the details of the condelnnations pronounced 
in the Sixth Synod to be sufficiently known. They 
had in hand the settlelllent of perfectly different ques- 
tions. In their definition, they gave, as was usual, 
no n10re than a slunmary. sketch of the tenets and 
of the condemnations decreed in the preceding Coun- 
cils, frolll the acts of ,vhich any further explanation 
and particulars n1Îght be gathered. In the passage 
mentioned above, the Fathers of the Eighth Synod 
describe in a general way the crime for ,vhich the 
Third of Constantinople pronounced its decree of 
conden1nation in its thirteenth session. But they 
by no means intended that their ,yords should be 
applied to llonorius in the sallle sense as they are 
applied to Sergius and the others. Otherwise it 
would have been the solenln proclamation of a 
calumny to assert that Honorius had Inaintained 
that Christ's hunlanity had no operation, when, in 
truth, he had pointedly maintained the exact con- 
trary. No; Honorius did not teach that heresy; 
but by his culpable negligence and in1prudent eco- 
nOlllY of silence he permitted it to be taught and 
... widely spread. He becanle, therefore, responsible 
for it, and partook in the crÌ1ne of its authors. In 
this sense, and in this sense only, can ,,"'e receive 
the ,yords of the Eighth Council, ,vhich, if taken 
in a contrary meaning, would be Inendacious and 
calUlllnious. N or can the expressions used by Pope 
Adrian II., in his third address to the Council, 
afford the least support to 1\11'. Renouf's ,"'iew, since 



Condemnation of Pope l[ono7
ius. 13:> 


Adrian II. neyer asserted that Pope lIouorius had 
been conden1ued for heresy, but that he had been 
s1ljJer ltæresi accusatus. 
1
he ]
onunl librarian Anasta
ius, ,,
ho, as 
Ir. 
I
enouf tells ns, "took an active part in the Eighth 
Council," does not assert that the Sixth Synod con- 
delnned llonorius for heresy, but only that it anathe- 
n1atised hun, as if he were a heretic (quasi ltæretico) ;100 
that is to say, the Council put hiln on [t par 1vith the 
other
 in the severity of its sentence, but not in 
the crin1e for ,,
hich he ,vas condemned. What, then, 
is the meaning of a Council pronouncing an anathema 
against a l)relate after his death? It in1plies no- 
thing but that his nan1e "
as to be erased from the 
diptychs, Hnd his likeness fron1 the pictures in the 
churches; because it was custolnary, especially frolu 
the beginning of the seventh century, for the names 
of all orthodox Bishops to be inserted in the dip- 
tychs, and their portraits exposed in the churches. 
K o 'v. Anastasius relates that, after the 
entence of 
the Sixth Synod, the nalnes of Sergius, Cyru8, Paul, 
Pyrrhus, and Peter ,vere expunged frOlll the diptychs, 
and the picture8 of them destroyed; but he does not 
say anythulg of the nan1e of I
onorius having been 
erased, or of hi
 llnages being removed from the 
churches or effaced. 10 ! IIis nanle undeniably i
 found 
in the Oriental diptych
,t02 and we still haye the lau- 
100 Collcctanca Epi:;t. ad J oanncm, I. c. t. ÏÜ. Ope p. 559, ed. 
l\Iih TIle . 
101 '....itæ nR. PP. ''''ita Agathollis Papæ, ed. 
Iigne, Ope t. ii. 
p. 81l. 
102 "IIonoriulll Pontificmn in Oricntalhnn diptJchis inscriptum 
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datory notices which accompanied his name. 103 All 
things tend to corroborate the vie,," that the severe 
sentence pronounced by the Sixth Synod against that 
Pope was telnpereù in its execution, because he had 
not been condemned for heresy. 


vidiInus," says Baronius in Annalihus, an. G81, n. liv. t. viii. p. G22, 
ea. Coloniæ. 
103 See them in Baronius, op. cit. an. G38. ll. ii. seq. t. viii. 
p. G38 seq. 
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TIlE chief arp-Ulnellt of those ,,
ho have at nn:r 
tÏ1nc di
puted Papal Infallibility, i
 the fall and con- 
denlnatiou of Pope IIonorius. )lau y Gallican 1vriters 
Inade this the key of their ,vhole position, differing 
in this froIll the J ansenists, "\\
ho sought to secure 
an argument against the infallibility of the Church 
on dogluatic facts by vindicating the orthodoxy of 
I Ionorius. Dr. Döllinger and :\11'. Renouf have in 
their palllphlets again dressed up the old story of 
the fall of flonorius and hi
 condemnation as [t nleans 
of attack against Papal Infallibility, and an instru- 
111ent for restoring, if pO!5sible, that illogical systeul 
of Gallicanisln ,vhich should be condenlned by eyery 
learned and iUlpartial man. rrhe [Tnion Rel:ielo of 
July last (18ßS) agrees, and extols to the skies the 
nzasterly panzjJldet of :\11'. TIcnouf, of ,yhich it expresses 
its doubts "\\
hether 1 Ionorius' lapse and conden1na- 
tion "ha:=, eyer been exhibited so clearly and fully 
or ,vith such crushing force as here."1 Certainly 
1\11'. TIenouf ha::; sho,v"n great cleverness in haying 
sumlned up in t"
ellty-
ix pages, "l'ithout a single 
onlis::;ion, all the 11listakeB and errors usually 111ade 
hy tho
c ,vho haye ,yritten again
t Ilonoriu
, nnd 
added, 1l10reOYer., no sllulil llluuber of his o,vn. ...\ t 
all cyents, '\"C have proye<1 to dC1110nstration ,,'"hat 


1 l"nion TI(\Y1CW, July 18GB, p. 381. 
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Catholic theologians hold for certain-that Honorius' 
letters did not contain anything ,vhich can fairly be 
construed as an utterance ex catltedrâ; and that the 
Sixth Council did not condemn hilll for anything like 
an eæ catltedpâ teaching of error. This ,,
olùd have 
been sufficient to blunt the edge of a ,veapon which 
our adversaries have continually used against Papal 
Infallibility. TIut it would not have been sufficient 
to do justice to Pope IIonorius, nor to satisfy the 
claims of gratitude towards hÏ1l1. In this country 
the memory of l:>ope Honorius should be held in 
imlnortal honour, and his n:Ulle arouse feelings of 
veneration and gratitude. He ,vas the happy heir 
of the glorious ,york begun by the great Gregory 
on behalf of this nation. He encouraged ,vith his 
paternal letters Edwin, the po,verfulI{ing of Korth- 
ulnbria, to hold out in defence of Christianity against 
the swelling tide of paganism, and to bear in mind 
the affection and instructions given by his illustri- 
ous predecessor. 2 lIe it was that confirmed with 
his apostolic ,vords Paulinus, ,vho had been sent by 
St. Gregory to preach to the N orthulllbrians; and 
he it was that re,varded the Saint for his glorious 
... success with the palliunl. 3 It "
as this great Pope 
that consoled and supported the missionaries occu- 
pied with the conversion of the Angles and East 
Saxons, and in an especial nutnner his nrunesake 
Honorius, archbishop of Canterbury, who ,yas at the 
head of that evangelical enterprise, and who also 


2 TIeda, Historia Ecclesiastica, 1. ii. c. xvii. ed. J\Iigne, Ope t. vi. 
pp. 109, 110. 3 lb. 1. c. p. 109. 
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d.e
er\cd to recciye the p[lllium at the hand
 of the 
saIne ] >ontiff. 4 
IoreoYer, ,vhilst he laboured to give 
lle,v vigour to Christianity in tho
e parts of England 
,,
here it had been already introduced by the zeal of 
St. Gregory, he did not forget the portion of the 
Saxon nation ,vhich "
as still lying in the darkness 
of paganism. lIe sent a ne,v apostle, l3irinus, to 
preach the gospel to the ,,"arlike people of "T e

ex, 
and to withstand the idolatry of ::\1ercia, ,vhich 
threatened to overflow and s,vecp away Christianity 
froln the north and the east of the island. 5 TIede, 
the most learned man ,vho appeared among the 
Saxons in the seyenth and eighth century, knew ,veIl 
ho,v to appreciate the virtues of Pope IIonorius. In 
his Ecclesiastical IIistory of the English nation he 
represented IIonorius as a perfect pastor ;6 hut in 
the life of the .L\.bbot TIertolf he speaks at length 
in his praise. lIe calls hinl a holy and yencrable 
Pontiff, clear-sighted and resolute, illustrious for his 
learning, and of rcn1arkable 111ceknes
 anù humility.7 
And although in his work De Ratione TeJnpOrlUn he 
Inentions his COndCll1nation by the Sixth Synod, he 
abstains fronl Hdding Hny reillark ,,
hateYer tending 
to cast a slur on the lllelnor
y. of the Pontiff. 8 If 
4 neda, 1. c. et c. xviii. p. 111 seq. 
5 lb. 1. iü. c. vii. p. 12G 
eq. 
(3 See the places (luoted above from Redc's history. 
7 TIcc1a, ''"ita 
. Ðertolti Abbatis, Ope t. iii. cd. ]
asileæ, p. 314-. 
"Sanctus Papa . . . . . crat ycncrabilis pra'sul IIollûrius, sag-ax 
animo, vigens consilio, doctrina clarus, lhùcedinc et humilitate 
pollell
," &c. 
8 l
eda, Dc Ratione TClllporuln, C. lxvi. p. 56 ï, 5G8, Ope t. i. 
ca. )Iib'Ïle. 
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)lr. Renouf, in the e"vtensice studies he has n1ade of 
ecclesiastical literature, had lllet ,yith these facts and 
reflected upon then1, he would not have forgotten 
the regard due to a Pope, to "Those paternal and 
apostolic endeayours, after Gregory the Great, Eng- 
land is indebted for its conversion to Christianity. 
Even if Pope Honoriu8 had been condenlned for 
heresy, gratitude for benefits received fronl hinl 
should have suggested llloderation and forbearance 
to an Englishlllan ,,
hen forced to speak on the sub- 
ject. nut ,,-hen justice and gratitude are on the 
same side, the tone ,,
hich it is fitting to take is less 
easily mi
takell. 
IIaying taken in hand the full discussion of the 
cause of Pope IIonorius, and the vindication of hiln 
from all heresy ,,'"hat ever, it "
as our duty to exa- 
llline the doctrine contained in his letters, and to 
inquire into the opinion ,,
hich his contenlporaries 
had formed of his orthodoxy. nut beyond this, ,ve 
have made a principal subject of our inquiry the 
condenlnation pronounced by the Sixth Council, in 
order to sho,," its purport, and the nature of the 
:fhult for which IIonorius ,,"-as condenlned. 'Ve have 
.- ,yillil1glr gone into this inquiry at SOllle length, not 
onIr because the justification of Honorius principally 
depend
 upon it, but al
o because by clearing him 
froin every iUlputation of heresy ,ve strike at the 
very root of the argulllent of the adversaries of 
Papal Infallibility, and "
re
t fronl thenl that scrap 
of ground on ,,
hich they strive to make good their 
footing. The general persuasion of nlen of the great- 
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cst ahility and learning, both of the present and 
of the prece(1ing century, i
 in our fayour, and the 
few exceptions nre of no vnlue in the lllatter; es- 
pecially if ,ve take into account their '\
flnt of solid 
learning, their prejuc1ice
, :lncl the pabßionate and 
bitter telnper in ,vhich they ,vrite. Dr. Düllinger, 
,vho tried to call in question the almost unanÏ1nous 
opinion of Catholic "'Titers in favour of l)ope [10- 
llorius' orthodoxy, \vas an
"
ered by F. Schneeluan, 
,vho not only clearly proved his 0"']1 fi
sertion, but 
also exposed the distortions and lllÌ
representations 
by ,yhich the )1unich professor had endeavoured to 
dra,v under hi
 o"
n flag theologians ,vho stood in 
the opposite ranks. 9 In our O'Vll argument "
e have 
not had recourse to the expedient of raising suspi- 
cions of forgery; we thro,v no doubt on the genuine- 
ne
s of any of the existing doculnents ,vhich bear 
upon the que
tion. "T e have athnitted theIn, and a
 
they exist in their original language, although ,ve 
cannot feel sure that the Greek tran
lation of the 
original letters of Honorius represents accurately the 
literal llleaning of each expres
ioll they contained. 
"T e have ackno\vledgec1 that IIonorius 'vas in fault, 
and ,ve have pointed out precisely ,,
hat his fault ,vas, 
in accordance "rith the very docUD1ents ,,"hich our 
adver::--arie& produce. In thi
 nUUluer ,,
c have main- 
tained the ju::;tice of the decree pronounced by the 
Sixth Synod against I [onorius, ,vhile at the 
alne 
tilne "Fe do not approve a certain ,v-ant of considera- 


9 See his palnphlet, StUJiCll iihl'r clio IIonoriu
--Fragc, yon G. 
Schllecluall R. .J. : Frpiburg, 1 
G t 
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tion for the memory of the deceased Pontiff, and 
some bitterness of feeling manifested by the Oriental 
Prelates. 
TIut though thus admitting his fault, ,ve have been 
far frolll n1aking any charge of secret corruption of in- 
tention against the Pontiff. N or was this necessary 
in order to justify the sentence of the (Ecun1enical 
Council; for the axio1l1, Ecclesia non judicat de in- 
ter-nis, is to be applied to all the judgments of the 
coercive power of the Church. N or are ,ve even 
forced to believe that Honorius either relllained till 
death UnfnYfire of his fault, or that, if he became 
aware of it, he did not expiate it by true satisfactory 
penance. Long before the Sixth Synod assembled, 
the Fifth Council had decided in the affirmative the 
question, ,vhether it ,vere la,vful to anathematise, 
even for heresy, persons ,vho had died in the com- 
III union of the Church. Accordingly, it anathe- 
matised Theodore, Theodoret, and Ibas, ,vith their 
,vritings, although they had submitted to the Con- 
fession of Faith sanctioned at Chalcedon, and had 
been declared orthodox by the Council. The Church, 
us we remarked above, when condemning persons 
-. ,vho have already gone before the judgn1ent-seat of 
God, cannot mean to influence the sentence already 
pronounced on them by the Eternal Judge. Nor 
does the sentence of the Church give any certainty 
of their having been condelllned by Christ. The 
Church condemns the fault they cOll1111itted in their 
lifetime, as it appeared before her tribunal; she 
strikes their nallles from the diptychs, and erases their 
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figures frol11 the churches, in order to repair the evil 
consequences of their fault
, and to caution their suc- 
cessors against falling into the salnc crimes. 
Such is the nlcthoù and such are the principles 
on ,vhich we have ,,"ritten this essay. .l\s to ::\11". 
Renonf, ,ve cannot say what his leading principles 
are; but we are sure that no true English Catholic 
,viII congratulate hilll on his scandalous pamphlet 
against the memory of Pope IIonorius. 1\11'. l
enouf, 
hS it appears from his ,,"riting, ,vants to produce 
division alllongst the Catholics of this country by. 
l}ringing into popular use the Gallicnn distinction 
bet"
een Ultrrunontanes and non - Ultramontanes. 
I
ut true and sincere Catholics reject and condemn 
a distinction, the invention of a degenerate party in 
thc truly Catholic French nation, and serving only 
to adulterate the true idea of Catholicism. And 
"Catholic" is the only name which is or ever can 
be properly npplied to the children of the one true 
Church, to distinguish them from all sects ,vhat- 
ever. All ,yho fire not ,vith them in the unity of 
one Faith and one I)astor are against thelll, and 
cannot be entitled to that denonlinntion. nut those 
only are in their comulunion, in the cOIDlllunion of 
the Catholic Church, ,vho follo,v in all things the 
.1\postolic See, and profess all its doctrllles, and 
entirely SUhU1it to all its deci
iol1s :10 the others are 
false brethren, ,vho lUfty haye crept into the Church 
ill order to 
prcad scandal und to encourage discord; 


10 Sce the doglnatic fornlula of faith Ï111pOSC(} by IIor1uisdas on 
the Oricntals after the Acacian schislll. 
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but not in order to spread the Gospel, and to extend 
the lnystical Body of Christ. The ,vord Ultra1non- 
fane, applied to those Catholics ,vho believe in Papal 
Infallibility, is in our tilues an insult to the Catholic 
faith; for the doctrine of Papal Infallibility is not an 
opinion of fi party, ,vho incline to exaggerated notions 
of Papal prerogatiyes; it is not an offspring of the 
Isidorian Decretals; but it is the doctrine of the 
Apostolic See, the doctrine of Pius IX., as 'v ell as of 
all the Popes ,vho, in the first century, gave ,vitness 
to the divlllity of their faith ,vith their o,vn blood; 
it is the doctrine of the Episcopate of the Catholic 
Church; ,vhich men full of a spirit of party tried to 
stalllp out in the Church, in order that they might 
suLstitute in its place the infallibility of the state 
and of the civil ruler. 11 \Ve can easily bear that the 
Voltaire-taught courtiers in France should give the 
nalne of Ultraillontanes to the Catholic defenders of 
the privileges of the II01y See; but it is hard to 
Lear that insult fron1 a Ulan ,vho professes to be a 
Catholic and an obedient child of the Church. 
But ::\11". Renouf, in fL most objectionable Gallican 
spirit, n;t only lnaintains that the Pope is subject to 


11 See the remarks 011 the first rise of Gallicanisl11 in The Pope 
and the Church, p. Ì. sect. vii. p. 157 seq. The body of the Ca- 
tholic Bishops expressly professed the doctrine of Papal Infallibility 
in the address presented by thenl ,vith their signatures to Pius IX. 
on the occa8ion of the centenary of St. Peter. JUoreover, the 
Bishops of different countries, especially of France, asselnbled in 
provincial Synod, have ullanÌlnously adopted and professed that 
doctrine in the course of this century. See Die ldrchliche Lehr- 
gewalt, vou G. Schneelllan, iv. p. 202 seq., p. 138 seq. Freiburg in 
Bl'isgan, 1868. 
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the General Council, and would strip hiul both of 
his lllfallibility and of the power he hold
 independ- 
ently of the Catholic Episcopate; it BeenlS that he 
considers the head of the Church to be bound to 
obey the civil authority in the adillinistration of the 
Church. For ,vhat else does he lllean "rhen he says 
that, "among other ignorant aF:sertions ,,"hich have 
been COllllnon of late, it has been said that Popes 
have never ackno"rledged thelnselves sulJject to hu- 
nlan sovereigns, and that Christian sovereigns have 
nevcr claÏ1ned authority over Popes" ?12 Does he 
111ean that some "
riter::; have a

ertec1 that the Popes 
no,,"here ackno,,
ledge thenlselvcs 
ubject to Christian 
Emperors in teillporal Inatters? If so, "
e answer 
tha t such an opinion """Quia not desprve finy notice, 
far lebs so long a notice in a short pamphlet on [L 
totally different argtunent. "\'T e are not a'
arc that 
finy ,,"riter has e,er upheld the civil independence of 
the Pope. But if any has done so, he certainly sho,,
s 
great ""ant of kno"rledge of civil and ecclesiastical 
history. ..A.uel further, if )11". Renouf 11leant no nlore 
than thi
, "rhy did he n1cntion the circulllstance of 
Charlelllagne having been adored by Pope Leo, accort1- 
ing to the Eastern practice, in proof of submi
sion 
of the l>ontiff to the EUlperor? ""'"hen Leo I II. nlet 
Charlenlagne, the Popes had already po
ses::;ec.l their 
tenlporal dOlninion as independent sovereigns for at 
least forty-five years. 13 K cither did the coronation 


12 The Condemnation of Pope I Ionorius, p. 1 note. 
13 "-e count here from the year 734, when the territory, w.hieh 
t he LOIn barùs overran, ,Y<lS restored hy I
ing repin to the Pope. 
L 
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of the founder of the Carlovingian dynasty as head 
of the Holy Empire affect in the slnallest degree the 
tenlporal power and independence of the Pope. 1\11". 
Renouf ought to be acquainted with these facts, 
which are fundan1ental in the history of the 1\Iiddle 
Ages. Nevertheless, ,ve have reason to think that 
1\11". Renouf n1eans a total dependence of the Popes 
upon the En1perors, extending even to ecclesiastical 
lnatters. ,y" e are the Inore inclined to this vie,v of 
his meaning, because, as ,ve remarked above, he is so 
anxious to Inake us believe that the Elnperor Con- 
stantine was the true president of the Sixth Synod, 
and interfered authoritatively in its proceedings. If 
this is his Ineanil1g, he is altogether mistaken, as there 
is abundant eyidence to sho,v. All the pretentious 
quotations of his note prove nothing. The passages 
of St. Agatho's letter to the Emperor either regard 
the subn1ission of Rome to the civil power of the 
En1peror, or are mere set expressions of civility in 
use at the time. l\lodern urbanity has not ,vholly 
discarded the like, and the Popes were in the habit 
of using such phrases in their letters to the Empe- 
rors: their object ,vas to sho,v their hun1ble devotion 
to the civil po,ver in temporal matters, ,vithout, how- 
ever, giving up any portion of their spiritual inde- 
pendence in the adn1inistration of the Church. But 
it is more strange that 1\11". Renouf should quote the 
Novels of Justinian, and particularly the 123d, in 
proof of his as
ertioJ?-' He fancies he has found an 
unans,verable argulllent when he has said that, in 
this la,v, the En1peror Justinian lays commands upon 
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the Archbishops and l)atriarchs of the old as ,veIl 
as of the ne,v nOllIe. But ,vhat are the injunctions 
contained in this passage, or in any part of the collec- 
tion of the iUIpcrial la,vs? X othing else than that 
they should have care to secure the due promulga- 
tion and obseryance of the laws of the EUlpire. 14 In 
this X ovcl, indeed, the Elnperor Justinian intends 
to sanction, and therefore to adopt as state laws, all 
the canons and custonlS of the Church concerning 
the privileges of the Clergy, and to enforce their ob- 
servance as ilnperinl hnvs. In those days the deadly 
principle of divorce bet,,"een Church and State ,vas 
unheard of; therefore the Emperors, according to 
the duty of their protectorship of the Church, gave 
a uniform sanction to all the ecclesiastical hnvs; so 
that, the State being closely united to the Church and 
sharing in her principle of life, all ,vho had offended 
against the Church by breach of her canons, should 
at the saIne tÌlne incur penalties at the hands of 
the civil power. The Patriarchs and the TIolllan 
Pontiff also, before the eighth century, ,vcre con- 

idered as Imperial 'Ticars, to ,,
honl the Ill1perial 
la,vs were entrusted for their promulgation and 
observance. This is the reason for ,vhich, in the 
other extract which :\lr. TIenouf quotes frolll St. 
Gregory's Epistles, the holy Pontiff says: "Ego 


14 Kovella cxxiii. Epilogus. In Corpore Juris Civilis, p. iii. 
p. 566, cd. Lipsiæ 186:5. "Tua igitur gloria, quæ hac lege in l)er- 
pctuum valitura Serenitas nosÌl'a sancivit, per omnia obscrvari cluet, 
et ad oruniunl notitialll edict is in hac regia civitate propositis per- 
ducat. " 
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quiden1 jussioni subjectus qum debui 
exsolyi," i. e. ,vith regard to the proillulgation of an 
iUlperial la,v issued by l\1aurice. nut again, the 
Emperor, by his sanction, did not give any intrin- 
sic authority to the canons of the Church. On this 
account the lnlperial Codes inforn1 us that the civil 
laws are grounded on the ecclesiastical prescriptions, 
and that they follo-n T and lean on theln. 1 :> The Em- 
perors regarded as divinely enacted -n
hat had been 
decreed by the Apostolic authority.16 rrherefore they 
received the sacred canons or decrees of the Church 
as laws of the Enlpire ;17 and declared all civilla,vs to 
be null and void of effect ,,
hen they contradicted the 
laws enacted by the Church. I8 The ElIlperors, ,,"'hen 
acting according to the 11laxims of the public la,v of 
that age, never atten1pted to legislate in the Church, 
but only to be the guardians and protectors of her 
la,,"s and constitutions. 19 This certainly does not Inean 
that the Christian Eillperors ever claimed authority 
over the Popes in the spiritual and ecclesiastical or- 
del"; especially as they expressly distinguished the t,vo 


15 Novel. lxxxiii. c. i. 1. c. p. 382; 
 ove!. cxxxiii. Præf. I. c. 
p. 601; N ove1. cxxxvii. c. ii. 1. c. p. 626, &c. 
16 "Constat esse cælitus constitutunl q uidquid apostolica de- 
ccrnit auctoritas." Rescriptunl J ustiniani Imp. ad Dacianunl Afri- 
canunl Episc. (penes Baroniulu, .Annales, an. 541, n. xi. p. 380, 
t. vii. eel. Coloniæ.) 
17 NoveL vi. c. i. 
 8, 1. c. p. 36; K ave1. cxxiii. c. xxii. 1. c. 
p. 354; Novel. cxxxi. c. i. 1. c. p. 593, &c. 
18 Codex Just. I. i. tit. ii. lex xii. In Corpore Juris Civilis, 
p. ii. ed. cit. p. 16. 
19 In Rescripto cit. ad Dacianum, Nove!. cxxxvii. Proæn1Ïunl. 
1. C. eel. cit. p. 624:. 
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order;o;, ecclesiastic and civil, and the diffcrcnt offices 
annexed to each of them. 20 But we do not intend 
here to treat thi
 matter, ,vhich is not connected 
,vith our argument, and which ,vould itself furnish 
111aterial for an entire volume. Our object is only 
to ca
t a passing glance on the subject, in order 
to caution )11'. Renouf not again to trouble his 
countrymen ,vith his ignorant assertions (they are 
his O"'ll ,yords) on matters to ,,
hich he ought to 
give far more study before he ventures to speak so 
dogmatically. "r e are sorry that a man ,,
hose na.. 
tural gifts and acquiren1ents might have enabled hin1 
to do good service to the Church's cause in England, 
should have misused his talents in the cOll1position 
of:1 pamphlet ,,
hich cannot possibly have any effect 
beyond that of filling the Church with scandal and 
discord. 


20 K ove]. vi. præf. 1. c. ed. cit. p. 34. ")Iaxima inter homines 
sunt dona Dei a supera benignitate data, sacel'dotium et imperium, 
quorUJll illud quiclem divinis inservit, hoc vero hUlllanas res regit, 
earunl(lne curam gerit." 
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